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the Office of Personnel Management is
a direction in which we ought to go?

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I do not
know how much time I have left. But I
would respond to my friend from Illi-
nois that I have been here now for 161⁄2
years. I have watched us rely, as a Gov-
ernment, more and more on private
contractors—and we are not holding
down the cost of Government, as the
distinguished Senator from Illinois has
stated. We are continuing to have the
cost of Government rise, while the ac-
countability of Government falls. This
is of great concern to me. It concerns
me that the private contractors are
under no code of ethics whatsoever.
They have no Government code of eth-
ics and they are out there in a competi-
tive work force trying to get the Gov-
ernment grants in order to perform
services that our Government should
perform in the first place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 30
more seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PRYOR. This area of privatizing
income tax collections is something
that I think goes far beyond anything
that I have seen in this whole area of
contracting. I urge the conferees to
stay with the decision of the Senate.

Mr. SIMON. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas. I agree with him com-
pletely.

f

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
APPROPRIATIONS, 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

AMENDMENT NO. 2306

(Purpose: To authorize the establishment of
the National African American Museum
within the Smithsonian Institution, and
for other purposes)
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have an

amendment I would like to offer.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there

is no objection to the pending commit-
tee amendment being set aside. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], for

himself, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN,
and Mr. PELL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2306.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the bill, insert the following:

TITLE ll—NATIONAL AFRICAN
AMERICAN MUSEUM

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘National

African American Museum Act’’.
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—

(1) the presentation and preservation of Af-
rican American life, art, history, and culture
within the National Park System and other
Federal entities are inadequate;

(2) the inadequate presentation and preser-
vation of African American life, art, history,
and culture seriously restrict the ability of
the people of the United States, particularly
African Americans, to understand them-
selves and their past;

(3) African American life, art, history, and
culture include the varied experiences of Af-
ricans in slavery and freedom and the con-
tinued struggles for full recognition of citi-
zenship and treatment with human dignity;

(4) in enacting Public Law 99–511, the Con-
gress encouraged support for the establish-
ment of a commemorative structure within
the National Park System, or on other Fed-
eral lands, dedicated to the promotion of un-
derstanding, knowledge, opportunity, and
equality for all people;

(5) the establishment of a national museum
and the conducting of interpretive and edu-
cational programs, dedicated to the heritage
and culture of African Americans, will help
to inspire and educate the people of the Unit-
ed States regarding the cultural legacy of
African Americans and the contributions
made by African Americans to the society of
the United States; and

(6) the Smithsonian Institution operates 15
museums and galleries, a zoological park,
and 5 major research facilities, none of which
is a national institution devoted solely to
African American life, art, history, or cul-
ture.
SEC. ll03. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NATIONAL

AFRICAN AMERICAN MUSEUM.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

within the Smithsonian Institution a Mu-
seum, which shall be known as the ‘‘National
African American Museum’’.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the Museum
is to provide—

(1) a center for scholarship relating to Afri-
can American life, art, history, and culture;

(2) a location for permanent and temporary
exhibits documenting African American life,
art, history, and culture;

(3) a location for the collection and study
of artifacts and documents relating to Afri-
can American life, art, history, and culture;

(4) a location for public education pro-
grams relating to African American life, art,
history, and culture; and

(5) a location for training of museum pro-
fessionals and others in the arts, humanities,
and sciences regarding museum practices re-
lated to African American life, art, history,
and culture.
SEC. ll04. LOCATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF

THE NATIONAL AFRICAN AMERICAN
MUSEUM.

The Board of Regents is authorized to plan,
design, reconstruct, and renovate the Arts
and Industries Building of the Smithsonian
Institution to house the Museum.
SEC. ll05. BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE MU-

SEUM.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

in the Smithsonian Institution the Board of
Trustees of the National African American
Museum.

(b) COMPOSITION AND APPOINTMENT.—The
Board of Trustees shall be composed of 23
members as follows:

(1) The Secretary of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution.

(2) An Assistant Secretary of the Smithso-
nian Institution, designated by the Board of
Regents.

(3) Twenty-one individuals of diverse dis-
ciplines and geographical residence who are
committed to the advancement of knowledge
of African American art, history, and cul-
ture, appointed by the Board of Regents, of

whom 9 members shall be from among indi-
viduals nominated by African American mu-
seums, historically black colleges and uni-
versities, and cultural or other organiza-
tions.

(c) TERMS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), members of the Board of
Trustees shall be appointed for terms of 3
years. Members of the Board of Trustees may
be reappointed.

(2) STAGGERED TERMS.—As designated by
the Board of Regents at the time of initial
appointments under paragraph (3) of sub-
section (b), the terms of 7 members shall ex-
pire at the end of 1 year, the terms of 7 mem-
bers shall expire at the end of 2 years, and
the terms of 7 members shall expire at the
end of 3 years.

(d) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Board of
Trustees shall not affect its powers and shall
be filled in the manner in which the original
appointment was made. Any member ap-
pointed to fill a vacancy occurring before the
expiration of the term for which the prede-
cessor of the member was appointed shall be
appointed for the remainder of the term.

(e) NONCOMPENSATION.—Except as provided
in subsection (f), members of the Board of
Trustees shall serve without pay.

(f) EXPENSES.—Members of the Board of
Trustees shall receive per diem, travel, and
transportation expenses for each day, includ-
ing travel time, during which such members
are engaged in the performance of the duties
of the Board of Trustees in accordance with
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code,
with respect to employees serving intermit-
tently in the Government service.

(g) CHAIRPERSON.—The Board of Trustees
shall elect a chairperson by a majority vote
of the members of the Board of Trustees.

(h) MEETINGS.—The Board of Trustees shall
meet at the call of the chairperson or upon
the written request of a majority of its mem-
bers, but shall meet not less than 2 times
each year.

(i) QUORUM.—A majority of the Board of
Trustees shall constitute a quorum for pur-
poses of conducting business, but a lesser
number may receive information on behalf of
the Board of Trustees.

(j) VOLUNTARY SERVICES.—Notwithstanding
section 1342 of title 31, United States Code,
the chairperson of the Board of Trustees may
accept for the Board of Trustees voluntary
services provided by a member of the Board
of Trustees.
SEC. ll06. DUTIES OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES

OF THE MUSEUM.
The Board of Trustees shall—
(1) recommend annual budgets for the Mu-

seum;
(2) consistent with the general policy es-

tablished by the Board of Regents, have the
sole authority to—

(A) loan, exchange, sell, or otherwise dis-
pose of any part of the collections of the Mu-
seum, but only if the funds generated by
such disposition are used for additions to the
collections of the Museum or for additions to
the endowment of the Museum;

(B) subject to the availability of funds and
the provisions of annual budgets of the Mu-
seum, purchase, accept, borrow, or otherwise
acquire artifacts and other property for addi-
tion to the collections of the Museum;

(C) establish policy with respect to the uti-
lization of the collections of the Museum;
and

(D) establish policy regarding program-
ming, education, exhibitions, and research,
with respect to the life and culture of Afri-
can Americans, the role of African Ameri-
cans in the history of the United States, and
the contributions of African Americans to
society;
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(3) consistent with the general policy es-

tablished by the Board of Regents, have au-
thority to—

(A) provide for restoration, preservation,
and maintenance of the collections of the
Museum;

(B) solicit funds for the Museum and deter-
mine the purposes to which such funds shall
be used;

(C) approve expenditures from the endow-
ment of the Museum, or of income generated
from the endowment, for any purpose of the
Museum; and

(D) consult with, advise, and support the
Director in the operation of the Museum;

(4) establish programs in cooperation with
other African American museums, histori-
cally black colleges and universities, histori-
cal societies, educational institutions, and
cultural and other organizations for the edu-
cation and promotion of understanding re-
garding African American life, art, history,
and culture;

(5) support the efforts of other African
American museums, historically black col-
leges and universities, and cultural and
other organizations to educate and promote
understanding regarding African American
life, art, history, and culture, including—

(A) the development of cooperative pro-
grams and exhibitions;

(B) the identification, management, and
care of collections;

(C) the participation in the training of mu-
seum professionals; and

(D) creating opportunities for—
(i) research fellowships; and
(ii) professional and student internships;
(6) adopt bylaws to carry out the functions

of the Board of Trustees; and
(7) report annually to the Board of Regents

on the acquisition, disposition, and display
of African American objects and artifacts
and on other appropriate matters.
SEC. ll07. DIRECTOR AND STAFF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution, in consultation
with the Board of Trustees, shall appoint a
Director who shall manage the Museum.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV-
ICE LAWS.—The Secretary of the Smithso-
nian Institution may—

(1) appoint the Director and 5 employees of
the Museum, without regard to the provi-
sions of title 5, United States Code, govern-
ing appointments in the competitive service;
and

(2) fix the pay of the Director and such 5
employees, without regard to the provisions
of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53
of such title, relating to classification and
General Schedule pay rates.
SEC. ll08. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title:
(1) ARTS AND INDUSTRIES BUILDING.—The

term ‘‘Arts and Industries Building’’ means
the building located on the Mall at 900 Jef-
ferson Drive, S.W. in Washington, the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

(2) BOARD OF REGENTS.—The term ‘‘Board
of Regents’’ means the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution.

(3) BOARD OF TRUSTEES.—The term ‘‘Board
of Trustees’’ means the Board of Trustees of
the National African American Museum es-
tablished in section ll05(a).

(4) MUSEUM.—The term ‘‘Museum’’ means
the National African American Museum es-
tablished under section ll03(a).
SEC. ll09. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated

such sums as may be necessary only for costs
directly relating to the operation and main-
tenance of the Museum.

Mr. SIMON. If I may have the atten-
tion of the managers of the bill—if I

may have the attention of the Senator
from Washington and the Senator from
West Virginia. I would be willing to
enter into an agreement for 30 minutes,
15 minutes on each side, or whatever
time agreement you would like.

Mr. GORTON. That is a wonderful
offer on the part of the Senator from
Illinois and is completely—I will put it
in this fashion. I think that is a gra-
cious offer on the part of the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. It moved from ‘‘wonder-
ful’’ to ‘‘gracious.’’

Mr. GORTON. I think it is wonderful
myself. I do have present on the floor
the Senator from North Carolina who
would want more time to amend if the
amendment survives a motion to table.

So if the Senator will agree, I will
ask there be 30 minutes equally divided
on the Simon amendment prior to the
disposition of the motion to table, and
that no second-degree amendment be
permitted prior to the expiration of the
30 minutes and the disposition of the
motion to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I offer

this amendment on behalf of Senator
MCCAIN, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, Sen-
ator PELL, and myself. It is an amend-
ment that has passed the Senate on a
previous occasion and would have
passed the tail end of the last session,
but it was stopped as some 50 or 60 bills
all of a sudden were frozen as they
moved ahead.

This amendment says that we—it au-
thorizes, does not appropriate any
money. We do not appropriate a dollar
in this, but authorizes that the Smith-
sonian can have a national African-
American museum. There are two dis-
tinct groups of Americans whose his-
tory is, frankly, very different from
those of us who are German-American
or British-American or Danish-Amer-
ican or whatever our background is,
and that is Native Americans, Amer-
ican Indians, and African-Americans
who came over here as slaves. I think
it is important for us to understand our
heritage, for all of us, no matter what
our background, and also particularly
for those who are of African-American
heritage to take special pride in this.

As I said, this does not appropriate
one dollar at this point. That would
have to be done at some time in the fu-
ture when Congress feels it is wise to
do so. But it would permit the Smith-
sonian to collect money from a founda-
tion or from some private entity for
this purpose.

It also authorizes the Smithsonian to
work with local museums around the
Nation. We have a museum in Chicago
that is a very fine local African-Amer-
ican museum. That is the kind of mu-
seum that they can work with. It is not
that complicated.

I know I have the opposition of my
friend and colleague from North Caro-
lina, Senator HELMS. But I hope this
body will accept this amendment. I re-

serve the remainder of my time, Mr.
President.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, it is

with deep regret that I am going to
have to oppose the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Illinois, al-
though I suspect, if I looked up roll-
calls, that I would have voted for his
proposal in previous Congresses.

But, Mr. President, there just is not
any money for this project now, and it
is almost certain that there will not be
any in the foreseeable future.

I wish to emphasize the amendment
is an authorization. We are dealing
with an appropriations bill.

The authorization bill is before the
relevant committee. It has not been re-
ported or recommended by that com-
mittee. The Smithsonian is now au-
thorized to build a museum of the
American Indian. Very large amounts
of private money have been collected
for that museum, but it is simply not
possible to appropriate so much as a
dollar for it in this bill.

The Smithsonian is authorized to ex-
pand the Air and Space Museum in a
significant number of facilities out
near Dulles Airport. Planning has actu-
ally gone on that one, and money has
been spent on that one. There is no way
that we can fund its creation.

By dint of very careful management
and reductions in this bill, which have
been objected to since the moment the
bill’s debate was begun, we got to-
gether a little bit more money so that
the present Smithsonian can literally
fix the roof, so that deferred mainte-
nance, which must be accomplished,
can be accomplished.

The Smithsonian, together with the
National Gallery of Art and a couple of
other Federal cultural institutions and
the National Park Service, are lit-
erally the only functions in this bill
that do not have budget cuts from last
year. But we cannot build another mu-
seum. We cannot build two museums
we have already authorized. And there
is nothing in a budget resolution lead-
ing to a balanced budget in the year
2002 that indicates we are going to be
able to do so between this day and
that.

So to pass this proposal is to make a
promise we cannot keep, and, regret-
tably, I believe it to be irresponsible.

Mr. BYRD addressed the floor.
Mr. GORTON. I yield to the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I fully sup-

port the position that has been taken
by the distinguished Senator from
Washington. I do this reluctantly. I
consider PAUL SIMON to be a happy
warrior, my friend, and I am sorry to
see him depart membership in this
body after this term.

This amendment, which contains 11
pages of authorizing language, in the
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first place does not belong on an appro-
priations bill. Secondly, as the man-
ager of the bill has pointed out, it au-
thorizes yet another new museum for
the Smithsonian. While the amend-
ment limits the Smithsonian’s expo-
sure to that of operations and mainte-
nance, these expenses will still be a
drain on the budget at a time when the
overall dollars are declining.

The Smithsonian requested $19 mil-
lion for the Indian Museum Cultural
Resources Center in fiscal year 1996.
This has been reduced to $15 million.
Still facing the committee are the Fed-
eral costs associated with the construc-
tion of the mall facility for the Indian
museum. Mr. President, these con-
struction requirements are in direct
competition with operating dollars.

The subcommittee also faces the ad-
ditional operating expenses associated
with the Indian museum, and I believe
that it is irresponsible—and I say this
with all due respect to the cosponsors
of the amendment—it is irresponsible
to add yet another burden to the
Smithsonian’s portfolio at this time.
The Smithsonian has a repair and reha-
bilitation backlog estimated at a cost
of $250 million. We should address these
requirements before taking on the bur-
den of a new facility.

Congress has already also authorized
the construction of an expansion facil-
ity for the Air and Space Museum, and,
again, we should address facilities al-
ready authorized before proceeding
with any additional new facilities. This
is an inappropriate time to adopt this
amendment. This is a freestanding bill,
and we ought to treat it as such.

So, Mr. President, I regretfully op-
pose the amendment. We see here what
is going to be a growing problem. We
are just beginning now. Wait until next
year, as the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee said the other day
during a markup of the committee. It
is tough this year, but just wait until
next year, and it is going to be tough-
er.

We have these competing requests for
funds, and we have discretionary funds
eating discretionary funds; domestic
funds eating domestic discretionary
funds—cannibalization of the domestic
discretionary budget with various and
sundry domestic discretionary pro-
grams and agencies cannibalizing other
discretionary domestic programs. And
in the final analysis, the military will
cannibalize them all. Military is ex-
pected to increase by $7 billion, while
domestic discretionary is going to be
cut.

I have to oppose the amendment. I
hope that the managers’ words will be
heeded and the Senate will reject the
amendment, with all due respect for
my friend.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Washington yield me
5 minutes?

Mr. GORTON. I yield the remainder
of my time to the Senator from Alas-
ka.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I, too,
oppose this amendment. The Rules
Committee has been following the
Smithsonian quite closely, and I call to
the attention of the Senate the Com-
mission on the Future of the Smithso-
nian. That Commission said in a report
recently:

On the basis of the programmatic issues we
have already described, as well as the finan-
cial realities, continued capital expansion in
the early decades of the next century at the
rate experienced over the past few decades is
out of the question. The Smithsonian should
essentially assume a moratorium on new
museums, other than what has already been
approved.

This is what they said in their report,
Mr. President, if anyone wants to see
it. The authorization of the African-
American museum is contrary to these
recommendations. The projections for
the cost of operating the Smithsonian
range from $417 million for this year to
$650 million in the year 2000. If you add
to that approximately $190 million
needed for capital projects and capital
needs for building maintenance for mu-
seums already authorized, the result is
that the budget needed for the support
of museums will almost double by the
year 2000. Almost double without con-
sidering the cost of any new museums,
including the African-American mu-
seum. I am sad to say this is just not
possible. The Smithsonian has not told
us how they expect to pay the operat-
ing costs of any new museums.

I understand there will be contribu-
tions to the capital costs. But let me
remind the Senate of the Smithsonian
Environmental Research Center,
known as SERC, located in Edgewater,
MD.

In 1963, the Smithsonian was given a
parcel of land on the Chesapeake Bay
for environmental research. By the
mid-1970’s, the Smithsonian was using
Federal funds. By the late 1970’s, the
Smithsonian began to request funds for
renovation and construction and recon-
struction at the Chesapeake Bay cen-
ter.

In justifying its request for Federal
funds, the Smithsonian used the fact
that ‘‘although originally established
with non-Federal funds, the center has
come to be heavily dependent upon ap-
propriated funds for operating program
support.’’

In this year, 1995, SERC again re-
ceived Federal funds in the amount of
$2.5 million. Federal funds now provide
90 percent of the operating funds and
all funding for repair, restoration, and
maintenance of buildings. This is typi-
cal of the situation we get into when
we accept donated funds for capital
costs and do not realize how the incre-
mental operating costs pile up year
after year. It is just not possible for us
to fund this.

I believe I am one of the
Smithsonian’s greatest supporters, and
I have told them before that I hope it
will be around for my grandchildren
and their grandchildren. They take
umbrage once in a while at some of my
comments, but, in my opinion, the

Smithsonian must make serious
changes in its budgeting and planning
if it is to survive into the next century
based on what they already have and
what is already authorized.

We are not going to be able to have
new initiatives that take taxpayers’
money and still have the Smithsonian
survive as we know it in the decade
after the turn of the century. I believe
the Senate should reject this amend-
ment, as worthwhile as some may be-
lieve it is. We have other African-
American museums already authorized,
and the Smithsonian has plans for a
new Center for African-American His-
tory and Culture to organize exhibi-
tions and sponsor research at existing
facilities.

Under the circumstances, I cannot
support Senator SIMON’s amendment. I
support the position taken by the man-
agers of the bill and the distinguished
ranking member of the Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield
me 30 seconds?

Mr. GORTON. I yield whatever time I
have left.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as I do
every day the Senate is in session, I
made a brief report to the Senate yes-
terday identifying the latest available
figure of the Federal debt—down to the
penny. This is a sort of daily report on
irresponsibility of the Congress of the
United States.

I reported today that as of the close
of business Monday, August 7, the Fed-
eral debt stood—down to the penny—at
$4,946,673,660,276.63. On a per capita
basis, every man, woman, and child in
America owes an average share
amounting to $8,777.66.

With a debt this large, should Con-
gress create a new program the cost of
which is unknown? I hope not. But that
is precisely what Senator SIMON is pro-
posing with his amendment to author-
ize the National African American Mu-
seum—saying, go ahead, give us unlim-
ited amounts of taxpayers’ money
without making us accountable for 1
penny.

The Simon amendment authorizes
unlimited funds for an unlimited pe-
riod of time for museum maintenance
and operation. The Smithsonian has re-
fused to furnish any estimate as to how
much the project will ultimately cost
the taxpayer—even after my asking
them precisely that question on nu-
merous occasions.

In addition, the Smithsonian refuses
to provide a budget for the museum’s
first 5 years—the Congressional Budget
Office estimates the museum will cost
$5 million per year until 1997, then a $6
million authorization for 1998.

Mr. President, it is puzzling that this
amendment would be offered at a time
when the Smithsonian is lamenting its
existing lack of funds before any con-
sideration of yet another museum. As
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reported in the Washington Post, ‘‘The
Dilapidated State of the Nation’s
Attic,’’ June 10, 1995, ‘‘half a billion
dollars’ worth of repairs will be needed
over the next 10 years to keep the
Smithsonian Institution’s aging facili-
ties open.’’ Smithsonian officials have
told Congress that the Smithsonian
buildings ‘‘will all reach the end of
their useful service lives within a 5-
year time span.’’

Certainly, this is not the time for the
Smithsonian to be saddled with an-
other responsibility—especially a new
museum.

Mr. President, most bills coming be-
fore the Senate provide lengthy esti-
mates and explanations of what the
particular project plans to do, what
funds will be needed to fulfill those
goals, where the funds will originate,
etc. But, with this project, we have
been told by the Smithsonian—we want
to create a museum, please authorize
the project so we can come up with a
plan. Well, this Senator is used to see-
ing the plan and the projected costs in-
volved before he votes.

Let me reiterate, the Senate has no
business authorizing any legislation
when we do not know the basic facts
about its conception, costs, and mis-
sion.

I hope the Simon amendment will be
tabled.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
Mr. SIMON. How much time do I

have left?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There

are 121⁄2 minutes remaining.
Mr. SIMON. I will probably not use

all that. Let me point out that there is
not 1 penny of appropriations in this.
This is a request that has been made by
Smithsonian in past years. This com-
plies with that request. The only ex-
penditure possible without the ap-
proval of the Appropriations Commit-
tee would be if foundations provided as-
sistance.

Again, the Appropriations Commit-
tee, or the Rules Committee, would
have oversight on this. I agree with
Senator BYRD in terms of the cannibal-
ization of domestic funds and that we
ought to be pulling back on the mili-
tary, the $7 billion we are spending on
the military. I voted to take away that
firewall, which I do not think makes
any sense whatsoever.

But I think the reality is that this is
something that Smithsonian has re-
quested in the past. It makes sense.
Again, I simply remind everyone that
there are two American groups with
very distinctive histories, different
from the histories of English-Ameri-
cans or German-Americans, or Nor-
wegian-Americans, and every other
group, and that is the Native Ameri-
cans, the American Indians, and Afri-
can-Americans, those who were
brought over here as slaves. The need
to recognize that this distinctive his-
tory should be part of the Smithsonian,
I think, is a wise decision.

I hope the motion to table that I as-
sume my friend from Washington is
going to be making in a moment or two
will be defeated.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-

dent, it gives me great pleasure to
speak in support of the establishment
of a National African-American Mu-
seum within the Smithsonian Institu-
tion.

The Smithsonian Institution is the
national collection of American art
and culture. Until now, this great col-
lection did not include representation
of the African-American experience in
the United States. Today, because of
this amendment, we will add a museum
dedicated to the presentation and pres-
ervation of African-American art, cul-
ture, and history to our national col-
lection.

This museum is very important.
Twelve percent of the population in
this country is African-American.
There are 40 million African-American
schoolchildren in the United States.
This museum will be a tool for teach-
ing those children about their history
and their culture. It will give all Amer-
icans an opportunity to know and ap-
preciate the many contributions and
important history of the descendants
of Africa in America. Finally, the mu-
seum will recognize the rich legacy of
the African-American experience in the
United States, and celebrate the diver-
sity of this Nation.

I want to commend my friend and
colleague, Senator PAUL SIMON of Illi-
nois, for his leadership in guiding this
legislation through the Senate. I thank
him for his dedication and commit-
ment to the establishment of a Na-
tional African-American Museum with-
in the Smithsonian Institution.

Mr. GORTON. Is there any more time
available?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes, sixteen seconds.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I will
use very little of that time.

The report of the Commission on the
Future of the Smithsonian Institution,
issued earlier this year, says:

To assure the future, declare a moratorium
on new museum construction unless the in-
cremental funds needed for construction and
operations are assured.

Mr. President, they are not assured
and they cannot be assured.

Second:
Devote attention and resources to the re-

habilitation and maintenance of existing fa-
cilities.

That is what we attempt to do in this
bill, given the severe limitations and
great cuts to which it is subjected.

Mr. President, is the Senator fin-
ished?

Mr. SIMON. I will take 1 minute of
my time. Again, I simply stress that
we are not asking for a penny here. We
are simply authorizing it subject to the
action of the Appropriations Commit-
tee. I point out again that this has
passed the U.S. Senate before. It is not
novel action here. I see my cosponsor
walking onto the floor.

I do not know if he wishes to have a
minute or two before I yield back, but
if the Senator from Arizona wishes the
floor, I am pleased to yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I support
my colleague’s amendment, as I have
in the past. I think it is an appropriate
action. I remind my colleagues that
there are a lot of questions now today
about our relations with minorities in
this country. I think recognition of the
contributions that African-Americans
have made is appropriate for this coun-
try to do. I think that sooner or later,
we will decide to do that. We have de-
cided to build an Indian museum. We
have built other museums to memori-
alize the contributions and sacrifices of
other Americans. I think this is appro-
priate, too.

I appreciate the tenacity and dedica-
tion of my colleague from Illinois.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
commission has spoken. We have no al-
ternative but to listen. If we authorize
this museum, it will be built with non-
Federal funds, but it will immediately
become a burden on the Smithsonian
that the commission has urged us not
to undertake.

Is all time yielded back yet?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.

There is 1 minute 52 seconds for oppo-
nents and 8 minutes 52 seconds for the
proponents.

Mr. GORTON. Is the Senator from Il-
linois ready to yield the remainder of
his time?

Mr. SIMON. After taking 30 seconds,
I will do that. I simply again say that
we do not appropriate a thing here. I
think the remarks of the Senator from
Arizona were right on target. I think
this is the time to pull people together.
This is a way of doing it. I hope the
motion to table will be defeated.

I yield the remainder of my time.
Mr. GORTON. As I do, Mr. President.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move

to table the Simon amendment and ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 2306, offered
by the Senator from Illinois, [Mr.
SIMON].

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX] is
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is ab-
sent because of family illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 47, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 375 Leg.]

YEAS—50

Abraham
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bond
Burns
Byrd
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth

Ford
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kerrey
Kyl

Lott
McConnell
Moynihan
Murkowski
Nickles
Packwood
Pressler
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond

NAYS—47

Akaka
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Campbell
Cohen
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold
Feinstein

Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lugar
McCain

Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Sarbanes
Simon
Snowe
Specter
Thompson
Warner
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—3

Bradley Breaux Mack

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 2306) was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion to table was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I know
the Senator from Nevada is ready with
his amendment. But the Senator from
Arizona has spoken very eloquently on
the earlier amendment with respect to
the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
wished to engage in a colloquy with me
in lieu of another amendment on the
same subject. We hope we can do that
in an informal fashion and then go to
the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to engage in a col-
loquy with the Senator from Washing-
ton.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. I would like to thank
my friend from Nevada. This will not
take very long.

The Senator from Washington was
able to defend the committee position
on the reductions in funding for var-
ious Indian issues. I respect the verdict
of the full Senate.

My colleague from the State of Wash-
ington has successfully defended the
committee position. I had con-
templated proposing further amend-
ments, perhaps, in hopes of restoring at
least some of the funds that were taken
out, restoring some of the funds that
were reduced in the bill in existing pro-

grams. I do not believe that probably
will be, one, viable, or, two, an appro-
priate use of the time of the Senate
over the last couple of days before we
go out.

The Senator from Washington knows
from the debate how strongly the Sen-
ator from New Mexico and the Senator
from Hawaii and others feel on this
issue, who have been involved in it for
many years.

I think it is important that my col-
leagues know that the Senator from
Washington and I have engaged in con-
versations privately and that he has
assured me that he will make an effort
to at least restore some of those funds
during the course of the conference. I
think it would be helpful that it be on
the record that the Senator from Wash-
ington and I have had this colloquy.

Mr. GORTON. I thank my friend from
Arizona. I point out to him what he al-
ready knows—that there is perhaps a
larger difference in this account be-
tween the House and the Senate than
there is in any other account in this
bill.

The Senator from Arizona also knows
and has expressed his appreciation for
the very difficult challenges which
have faced both me and the Senator
from West Virginia in meeting these
stringent requirements of the budget.
But I have made private assurances,
which I wish to make public, to the
Senator from Arizona. The conference
committee report is not going to come
back with the figure which caused so
much heartache to my friends from Ar-
izona, New Mexico, and Hawaii. And I
am certain that I will support signifi-
cant restorations to the accounts
which were of such concern to the
three Senators who proposed that
amendment.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to, first of all, thank the Senator
from Washington for that commit-
ment. I know that he and the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia
are very aware of the importance of
these issues. I also appreciate the as-
surance of both the Senator from West
Virginia and the Senator from Wash-
ington in allowing the Senator from
New Mexico, the Senator from Hawaii,
and me to make inputs as to where the
most important priorities are for res-
toration of funding as we go into the
conference, perhaps even to the point
where the Senators from New Mexico
and Hawaii and I may send a letter to
both the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia and the Senator from
Washington outlining our priorities as
to where we think the most poor areas
are where funds need to be restored.

I want to again say to the Senator
from Washington that I understand
that he has had to make very tough de-
cisions. Obviously, I did not agree with
those decisions. But that does not
mean that I have a lack of respect for,
first, his diligence, and, second, the dif-
ficulty of the task that lays before
him. I am especially appreciative of his
commitment to try to at least restore

in conference, in the course of the ne-
gotiations, as happens in every con-
ference. This is not a very unusual sit-
uation. It has been unusual, obviously,
to have this large a difference between
the two bodies. But I am deeply appre-
ciative that he is willing to consider
restoration of funding in certain areas
as he goes forward in the conference.

I have made my arguments in the
course of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. It was defeated.
I will not make those arguments again.

I again want to thank the Senator
from Washington and the Senator from
West Virginia for their consideration
and appreciation of the seriousness of
these issues.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arizona in his set of re-
marks made a second point which is
important to respond to. In dealing
with this bill, the Senator from West
Virginia and I had to keep our focus
constantly on the total amount of
money we had available and carry it
out as we did. The Senator from Ari-
zona, together with the Senator from
Hawaii, chairman and ranking member
of the authorizing committee, the
Committee on Indian Affairs, have far
more expertise than we do as to inter-
nally how to divide such moneys and
efforts in the programs. I can say for
myself that I defer to leadership and
the advice and counsel of the Senator
from Arizona and the Senator from Ha-
waii on those internal divisions of
money, and we look forward to his ad-
vice. I think I can say that his advice
will be followed.

Mr. MCCAIN. I say to my friend from
Washington—and I note the presence of
both my colleague from New Mexico
and my dear friend from Hawaii, who I
know will have additional remarks.
Again, I appreciate the consideration
that is shown by the Senator from
Washington to all of us as we try to get
through this very difficult situation.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank Senator MCCAIN from Arizona
for the colloquy and for his observa-
tions, and I might say to my good
friend, Senator GORTON, I am on his
subcommittee, so I will be there at the
conference with the House. So he will
certainly be advised what I think is
right. I will not have to bring him a
letter. I will be pleased to carry their
letter with my signature. But I will be
there and suggesting what has been
discussed here today.

I want to thank Senator GORTON for
the understanding. Obviously, we were
very concerned about one particular
aspect of Indian funding, and we under-
stand clearly that he had much more
than that to look at. As I said before,
Senator GORTON and Senator BYRD,
with reference to the Indian health,
which is one of those major programs
that we have to run as a nation unless
and until we change things, have been
very generous. We from Indian country
appreciate that. But, obviously, with
reference to this particular one that we
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are concerned about, we hope we can
work with Senator GORTON, since the
House was higher on that, and perhaps
some other of the Indian programs that
we might think are of higher priority.
I thank him for that.

I understand his comments to Sen-
ator MCCAIN would apply equally to
what I have in mind and my concerns.

Is that correct?
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, they do.
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to

join the distinguished Senators from
Arizona and New Mexico in expressing
my words of gratitude to the Senator
from Washington for his words of as-
surance.

I thank him very much.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the comments of the Senator
from Hawaii.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
AMENDMENT NO. 2308 TO THE COMMITTEE

AMENDMENT ON PAGE 9, LINE 23, AND TO THE
BILL

(Purpose: To increase the amount of funds
made available to activities relating to the
administration of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, with an offset)
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk in behalf of
myself, Senator CHAFEE, Senator LAU-
TENBERG, Senator LIEBERMAN, and Sen-
ator BOXER, and I ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
himself, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mrs. BOXER, proposes an
amendment numbered 2308 to the committee
amendment on page 9, line 23, and to the bill.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 9, lines 23 through 25, strike

‘‘$496,978,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1997,’’ and insert
‘‘$501,478,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1997, of which not
less than $3,800,000 shall be made available
for prelisting activities, $18,297,000 shall be
made available for consultation activities,
and $36,500,000 shall be made available for re-
covery activities, and’’.

On page 27, line 10, strike ‘‘$132,507,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$128,007,000’’.

On page 27, line 11, before the period, insert
the following: ‘‘: Provided, That none of the
reduction below the FY 1996 budget request
shall be applied to the health and safety
budget activity’’.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as a young
boy growing up, I had living across the
alley the Vincent family. The boys as I
knew them were raised basically by
their mother. They were a large family
of eight or nine children, but the young
men in the family were the toughest,
strongest, most athletic young men
that you could imagine in a family.
One of them was a Golden Gloves

champion. They were, I repeat, all very
tough young men. We played ball to-
gether. We grew up together. We were
very close friends.

One of the Vincent boys, as we re-
ferred to them, was Don Vincent. He
was one of the older boys. As tough and
as handsome and as energetic as all of
them was Don Vincent. His first child
was a little boy and, of course, in this
Vincent society this young man was
going to grow up and be just like his
dad.

Well, he was a Little League baseball
player, and he hit a ball a long way
into the outfield as a Little Leaguer,
and he was running, coming around
third base. He almost stopped. He made
it home, but he was tired. And his dad,
of course, did not want to have the boy
be a quitter; the Vincents were not
quitters. He talked to his boy: You can-
not quit; you have to go hard. He could
not understand why a Vincent would
not do his best.

Mr. President, this little boy had leu-
kemia. He died very quickly. You see,
25 years ago, 30 years ago, as the Vin-
cent family was growing up, the second
generation that I knew, they had no
cure for childhood leukemia. Every-
body died. A child got leukemia; the
child died. It is not that way anymore.
Had this little boy gotten leukemia
today, there would be over a 99 percent
chance he would be healed.

So I talked to the Vincents, talked to
Donnie, as we call him, about his little
boy and how things have changed. Why
now can someone like the little Vin-
cent boy be saved? Because of a plant,
a plant, Mr. President, called the
Madagascar rosy periwinkle. This
plant, of course, from the country of
Madagascar, is near extinction. They
are wiping out the rain forests in
Madagascar and with it the periwinkle.
Not only does it have a better than 99
percent rate of remission with child-
hood leukemia, but it also has over an
80-percent cure rate for Hodgkin’s dis-
ease—not bad.

What we are here today to talk about
is endangered species. It is the sense of
the Senate and the House that there is
a moratorium on listing further endan-
gered species. I disagree with that. I
think it is wrong. But that is the will
of the Senate.

Therefore, this amendment does not
try to eliminate the moratorium on en-
dangered species. What it does do is
focus attention on the fact that endan-
gered species are important, and this
amendment further says that we
should spend more money on certain
areas dealing with endangered species
listing than we have in the committee
mark that is now before this body.

We need to spend more money in re-
covery. We need to spend more money
in prelisting. And we need to spend
more money, Mr. President, in con-
sultation. Even though we are spending
money in these areas—that is
prelisting, consultation, and recovery—
we are still spending less money than
we did even last year.

If, in fact, the periwinkle bush was
the only plant that had great lifesaving
value, it would still be worth doing
more endangered species, but it is not
the only plant that saves lives.

The Pacific yew tree is a relatively
new plant family. It is a tree we have
found that has lifesaving qualities. It
produces something called taxol. Taxol
was first used relatively recently in
1983 to treat ovarian and breast cancer
and some lung cancers and today, after
10 short years, is the most effective
treatment for achieving remission in
advanced ovarian cancer that has ever
been known.

Originally, this substance—it is a
chemical substance—was extracted
from the bark of a yew tree—y-e-w. It
took 3 to 12 trees, which take 100 years
to reach maturity, to provide enough
taxol to treat one woman with ovarian
cancer.

Now, we are doing research to find
out if there are other ways we can
come up with this lifesaving chemical
that is in the bark of the yew tree. We
are doing it from the needles of the
yew tree. We are making some progress
there. We have even been able to syn-
thesize this chemical, and so we are
making progress.

But since clearcutting of forests in
the Pacific Northwest has really squan-
dered the natural yew supply, it is im-
portant that we have developed this al-
ternative.

Mr. President, about 50 percent of the
medicine and treatments used today
can be traced directly to plants. If
someone within the sound of my voice
goes today to a drugstore to get a pre-
scription, there is a 50 percent chance
that the medicine they are getting has
some relation to a plant.

Nearly all prescription antibiotics in
addition to that were isolated from
molds and microbes.

We have heard a lot about the Con-
tract With America, and I think that is
important. It has been an important
discussion in this body and the other
body. I think we should dwell on some-
thing called a contract with nature, a
term that was developed by Thomas
Eisner. He said he feels that we as
Americans and we as world citizens
should be concerned about what nature
has to provide for us. The irony of the
Endangered Species Act is that most
species cannot be listed on it because
they do not even have a name.

Let me give you an example. Dr.
Eisner and his colleagues were aware of
a scrub plant. It was always in their
way. It was a weed. That is what it
was. It was a weed, in his technical jar-
gon. He said it had a weed-like appear-
ance. They decided to test it and see
what substances this plant had. They
learned very quickly that it worked ex-
tremely well as an insect repellent, and
they also have learned that it works
great as an antifungal product. Is that
very important? Yes, it is very impor-
tant. Dermatologists are always look-
ing for antifungal medicines. Athlete’s
foot is one of the better known kinds of
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fungus. It gets a lot worse in people’s
feet. But they have medicines for it,
one of which was recently discovered in
a weed patch.

This weed that is now called the
Lake Placid mint and is found only
within 300 acres of a protected biologi-
cal station in central Florida, were it
not for its privileged position, being in
a weed patch next to a place where Dr.
Eisner worked, it would be gone and we
would never know the properties that
it has.

I spoke to this body a minute or two
ago, Mr. President, about the yew tree.
Let’s bring it down into real personal
terms. A woman by the name of Elaine
Forma, chairwoman of the World Hun-
ger Committee, in 1991 was diagnosed
as having terminal ovarian cancer.
They told her she had 6 months to live.
She tried all conventional therapy, in-
cluding chemotherapy.

They decided, because taxol was just
getting started in 1991, that they would
try that on her. She has now been
symptom free since taking this medi-
cine. Were it not for taxol, she would
not be alive. There are numerous in-
stances just like this.

In Nevada there has been an ongoing
debate for as long as I can remember
about the desert pup fish. There is a
place in Nye County where there is a
little pond where the desert pup fish
lives, little tiny, tiny fish. And if I
have heard one, I have heard 50, 60, 100
people say, ‘‘What good are they? Why
spend all the money on the desert pup
fish? Protecting this?’’ They did not
allow the water to be pumped down.

People farmed in that area. At one
time they grew cotton. They said,
‘‘You are not going to be able to do
that anymore because you will kill the
desert pup fish.’’ Well, we learned that
the desert pup fish, one of the tiniest
invertebrates on the Earth, is helping
researchers to learn more about kidney
disease by studying how these little
animals handle the heavy quantities of
salt that their little bodies must han-
dle. Tremendous advances are being
made in kidney disease research. And if
you have had a friend or a relative who
has kidney disease, you know this is
important.

What about bears? I have always
been just amazed at how bears and
other animals, but especially bears,
can just go to sleep, stay asleep for
months, not days, but months. We have
found, Mr. President, that studying
bears, what happens to them when they
are asleep, or in hibernation, gives us
great ability to understand other
things, for example, kidney failure.
How do these animals stay asleep for as
long as they do? They never get up to
go to the bathroom. How do they han-
dle their bodily functions?

We have learned that hibernating
black bears are immobile for up to 5
months. That is, they are down, taking
a nap, sound asleep for 5 months, dur-
ing which time they neither lose bone
nor do they urinate. Bears continue to
lay down new bone, making use of cal-

cium circulating in their blood, and
somehow recycle their urinary waste
to make new proteins—a totally new
discovery. Researching the mecha-
nisms of how bears survive hibernation
may result in treatment for
osteoporosis in the elderly and, again,
for kidney failure.

Now, we know that some of these
bears are in danger. The Houston toad,
which is on the brink of extension due
to absent habitat laws, may produce
alkaloids that reduce heart attacks.
They found that a substance these lit-
tle toads produce has more analgesic
properties than morphine.

I am not going to go into a lot more
detail on endangered species and being
species specific, but, Mr. President,
there are species all over the United
States that we need to save that allow
us to get well, to treat diseases that
have never been treated before. We
need it, Mr. President, and that is the
reason the endangered species law is
important, is that it has allowed us to
prospect for chemicals, to search for
new medicines, for new agrichemicals
and other useful substances from na-
ture. We must do this.

As I have indicated, the sources of 50
percent of today’s medicines, as well as
foundation for medical research and fu-
ture cures, comes from a full range of
species from bears and plants in our
forests, sharks, corrals, and even
sponges in our seas. Well, this chemical
treasury of nature is disappearing be-
fore we even have the opportunity to
assess it—cancer, AIDS, heart and cir-
culatory problems, infectious disease,
Parkinson’s disease, tranquilizers,
anti-inflammatory disease.

A member of my family, Mr. Presi-
dent, had we only known, would have
been a well person today instead of
somebody not in good health had the
fact of having a fungus on wheat been
available to treat their condition, an
anti-inflammatory disease. It works. It
cures people.

This chemical treasury of nature is lit-
erally disappearing before we have a chance
to assess it. We cannot afford in years ahead
to be deprived of the inventions of nature,
chemicals such as taxol. And others could
not have been designed by human ingenuity.
Both compounds—were totally unforeseen in
chemical structures and therapeutic action.

This is a statement by Dr. Thomas
Eisner, the man about whom I spoke a
minute ago.

Mr. Stephen Brewer, manager of
Bioproducts Chemistry, reported that
his analysis of the 20 best-selling drugs
in the United States show that most
benefited from natural products re-
search. This accounted for at least $6
billion in sales in 1988.

What we are trying to do here, Mr.
President, is to provide a few extra dol-
lars not for doing away with the lifting
moratorium which is in effect, but for
providing some money while we either
reauthorize or wait for this next fiscal
year to pass by, that the proper au-
thorities can still do work on endan-
gered species. They will not be listing

any, but there will be some prelistings
and they will do some consultations
and do things to make sure we do not
lose species.

Extinction, you know, Mr. President,
is final. It is terminal. Once something
becomes extinct, it is gone forever.
That permanence should weigh heavily
when we consider our priorities. Our
priorities are reflected in this budget.
And we must have a priority that says
we need to be concerned about endan-
gered species.

I see the diversity of life on this
Earth is beneficial to all of us. The
benefits of species diversity are im-
measurable. Even setting aside all the
medical utilitary purposes of
biodiversity, it is in all of our interests
to assure the continuation of all spe-
cies. This funding is an expression of
that value.

Mr. President, the money that is
being taken here, we are in a process
here in the U.S. Congress where we are
cannibalizing programs to save other
programs, to help other programs. And
that is in effect what we have done
here. We are taking money from a pro-
gram that could be important to the
State of Nevada. It is important to this
country. But, Mr. President, we have to
list priorities. And what we have done
here is taken money from the Bureau
of Mines.

We are taking money, Mr. President,
from the Bureau of Mines, $4.5 million,
and we are going to spend that in the
prelisting, consultation, and recovery.
And as a result of doing that, we cer-
tainly are not going to be replacing
much money. We will still be under
last year’s levels in those areas, in ad-
dition to the fact that under listing we
will have lost, Mr. President, about $6
million in that program. And we will
make up part of what we lost in the
prelisting, the consultation and recov-
ery but certainly far below last year’s
levels anyway.

I would ask the Members of the Sen-
ate to understand that this is not a vio-
lation of what action has been taken
previously in this body; that is, to
place a moratorium on listings. It is,
though, a step in the right direction.
And I repeat, even though I disagree
with the moratorium that is now in ef-
fect, I think this is a step in the right
direction.

Of the 220,000 worldwide types of
plants, only 5,000 have been examined
for medical compounds. So I under-
stand that some may not appreciate
our studying the black bear, may not
understand why we are studying some
exotic plants, but we need to do that
because our health depends on it.

I very much appreciate the leader-
ship shown in this matter by the chair-
man of the Environment and Public
Works Committee, the junior Senator
from Rhode Island. He has been a great
chairman of the subcommittee. I have
appreciated serving with him during
my entire stay in the Senate and cer-
tainly appreciate his advice and coun-
sel on this amendment.
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Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, first, I

want to thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada, Senator REID, for
the excellent work he has done on this
amendment. He has really been a pow-
erhouse in protecting the Endangered
Species Act and working on it to make
it more effective. I want to express to
him the appreciation, not only of my-
self but I think of all Americans who
believe in preserving the diversity that
now exists in our nature.

But for the Endangered Species Act,
we would not be where we are. Yes, it
is all right to talk about the visible
things that have been saved, like the
grizzly, the American eagle, or the
California condor, but it is the thou-
sands of other less prestigious, if you
will, plants and animals that also have
been protected during these 20 years, 25
years since the Endangered Species Act
was first enacted, and it is due to Sen-
ators that have gone before us, such as
Ed Muskie and others. But in that role
of champions, there is none better than
HARRY REID in working for an effective
Endangered Species Act.

Mr. President, the Endangered Spe-
cies Act is funded at a very modest
level. In the current year, $69 million.
We had one witness come before us and
say, ‘‘Just remember, what you are
spending on endangered species is
about what it costs to build 2 miles of
urban interstate highway’’—2 miles of
urban interstate highway. Overall in
the interstate system, we have 45,000
miles, and 2 miles of that would pro-
vide for the funding of the Endangered
Species Act for an entire year.

The bill, as originally proposed, pro-
vided for a 20-percent cut in the fund-
ing for the Endangered Species Act;
namely, going from $69 to $55 million. I
want to express my appreciation to the
senior Senator from Washington, the
floor manager of the bill, Senator GOR-
TON, for his working with us, and Sen-
ator BYRD, likewise, the distinguished
former chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, for working with us in the
restoration of $4.5 million of that $14
million cut.

I might say that what the Reid
amendment would do with that $4.5
million, it will go for prelisting, for
consultation, and for recovery activi-
ties by the Fish and Wildlife Service.
All of those services are required by
the law. The law says you have to have
recovery, you have to have prelisting,
you have to have consultation. Thus, a
reduction in the funding will only
make it more difficult for the Fish and
Wildlife Service to do its job and will
compound the problems that exist out
there with local governments and with
landowners.

This amendment, I might say, Mr.
President, does not affect listing.
Under this bill we have before us, list-
ing will be forbidden. There is a mora-
torium on any new listings or any new
critical habitat designation until Sep-

tember 30, 1996, over a year from now,
or until the Endangered Species Act is
reauthorized. I am not enthusiastic
about that, but as Senator REID said,
that is the way things go, and that is
the will of the majority here. So there
it is.

It is my hope that in the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee, we
can come forward with a reauthoriza-
tion of the Endangered Species Act,
under the able leadership of the sub-
committee dealing with this matter,
the leader of that committee being
Senator KEMPTHORNE, doing a splendid
job, five hearings have been held on the
reauthorization of the Endangered Spe-
cies Act, extremely constructive hear-
ings with many good proposals for re-
form of the act.

We have another hearing coming up
in Wyoming a week from today, that
is, if we are not here, and I greatly
hope that we will not be. As chairman
of the Environment and Public Works
Committee, I want to make it clear
that I am in favor of passing legisla-
tion to reauthorize, to improve the En-
dangered Species Act and hope to have
that done this calendar year.

Several of the witnesses who testified
in favor of changes to the ESA, the En-
dangered Species Act, made a point of
stating support for adequate funding.
What did they say? Are they tree
huggers who only believe in the Endan-
gered Species Act? This is what Paul
Harja, testifying in behalf of the West-
ern Governors Association, said on
July 13. He stated:

A lot of the Governors are very concerned
that funds to actually implement the act—
I’m not talking about acquisition funds—
worry that funds will be cut, resulting in an
even worse problem than we have now.

On behalf of the Western Governors,
Mr. Harja stated in testimony:

Reform of the act could prove meaningless
if technical and financial assistance cannot
be provided for the renewed public-private
partnership that is essential to achieving the
goals of the Endangered Species Act.

The building industry of southern
California wrote about ‘‘the critical
need for Federal funding.’’ This letter
closed by saying:

Congressional action to reliably fund
multispecies planning programs such as Cali-
fornia’s Natural Communities Conservation
Plan, is essential to a workable Endangered
Species Act.

The theme through all this is, ‘‘We’ve
got the act, it has to be funded prop-
erly.’’

The Western Urban Water Coalition,
an association that represents water
utilities for the largest cities in the
Western United States, has written a
letter dated July 24, just last month,
urging that funding of the Endangered
Species Act not be reduced. Their let-
ter states:

Federal agencies must be given the current
resources needed to do their jobs. If they
cannot perform, the lack of staff and funding
for technical work and cooperation with our
utilities will cause ESA implementation
problems to grow, and our water consumers,
rather than the Federal bureaucracy, will be
penalized.

The Western Lands Commission has
passed a resolution urging Congress to
provide adequate funding of the ESA.
This is what that resolution said in
part:

The members urge Congress to fund imple-
mentation of ESA at a level that will permit,
among other things, the required consulta-
tion under sections 7 and 10, to be conducted
in a timely and expeditious manner . . .

Restoring funds to the Fish and Wild-
life Service will help the ESA work
better on private lands. By providing
funds for prelisting activities, Fish and
Wildlife Service can avoid additional
listings.

Mr. President, why should those who
oppose the existing Endangered Species
Act support this amendment? The an-
swer is clear. It is because problems
under ESA will get worse, not better, if
we fail to provide adequate funds.

On the prelisting, some of the money
goes for that. Funds for prelisting ac-
tivities are used by the Fish and Wild-
life Service for cooperative efforts with
States and private landowners and Fed-
eral agencies to conserve a candidate
species before it becomes threatened or
endangered.

The Reid amendment provides $3.8
million for prelisting. What about con-
sultation? That is part of section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act,

Funds for consultation activities are
used by the Fish and Wildlife Service
to meet obligations under section 7 of
the ESA. Section 7 requires agencies to
consult with Fish and Wildlife to en-
sure that Federal actions do not jeop-
ardize the continued existence of listed
species.

The Service also uses funds under the
consultation account to pay for work
of landowners on habitat conservation
plans. In a recent hearing, a represent-
ative from Riverside County, CA, urged
that financial assistance be provided to
local communities to aid in the devel-
opment of the habitat conservation
plans.

What about recovery, the last sec-
tion? Funds for the recovery program
are used to develop and implement re-
covery plans so that species no longer
need to be listed. The whole thrust of
this is to keep the species from becom-
ing endangered. Do not get it on the
list, if possible.

The recovery of wildlife and plants
that are on the threatened and endan-
gered species lists is the ultimate goal
of the ESA. Once they are on the en-
dangered and threatened list, we want
to get them off. That is why the recov-
ery is so important throughout the
whole Endangered Species Act.

The Senate bill would reduce funds
for recovery efforts by $10 billion. The
Reid amendment restores $1.7 million
of that funding.

Again, Mr. President, neither the
current Endangered Species Act, nor
any of the proposed reform bills—I
know the Senator from Washington has
one and, clearly, out of the Environ-
ment Committee we will have a reform
bill—will be successful without ade-
quate funding. Eliminating the funds



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 12010 August 9, 1995
necessary for the Fish and Wildlife
Service to do its job is counter-
productive. The funding levels provided
under the Senate bills will exacerbate
current problems with the ESA. That
is why it is so important this $4.8 mil-
lion be added.

I want to thank the distinguished
senior Senator from West Virginia for
his cooperation in this. The money
does come from an area where he is
deeply concerned. It is a cut to a mod-
est degree—4 percent in the Bureau of
Mines. Without the support of the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia,
who I can say is a real friend of mine
since I have been here—for 19 years, it
has been my privilege to have worked
all that time with the Senator from
West Virginia, and I am very proud
that we have developed a friendship
over that time, which I greatly value.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator. I was under
the impression it was $4.5 million. The
Senator said $4.8 million.

Mr. CHAFEE. I am sorry. I nearly got
away with $300,000 more, Mr. President.
It is $4.5 million, and that is what my
notes say.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. I
shall remain his friend.

Mr. CHAFEE. We would not like a
friendship broken up over a mere
$300,000.

I thank, again, my cosponsor, whom I
have worked with, Senator REID, and
the distinguished Senator from New
Jersey, Senator LAUTENBERG, who has
been very helpful and persistent in
this. I must say we need lots of friends
in the Endangered Species Act, and we
have two good ones in those two distin-
guished Senators.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I

rise because I am actively supporting
the amendment of the Senator from
Nevada. I would like to take a few min-
utes to outline my reasons for doing so
and to thank, in particular, Senator
REID from Nevada, for his leadership on
this amendment. I want to note that
his battle has been a relatively long
one, and fairly detailed, to protect the
species that mean so much to all of us.
It is not simply one bird, one fish, one
insect of sorts, one shrub, or one plant;
this problem of endangered species,
long ignored, will endanger the well-
being of the human race.

So I commend him and, of course, the
distinguished chairman of the environ-
mental committee, Senator CHAFEE. I
also thank our perennial leader, with
or without titles, for his distinguished
service in the U.S. Senate for so many
years, someone who always reminds us
about our responsibilities, sometimes
not often enough, to get the people’s
work done. And, of course, that is Sen-
ator BYRD from West Virginia, whom I
have had the pleasure and opportunity
to work with on so many things during
his chairmanship of the Appropriations
Committee, during his ranking stand-
ing on the Appropriations Committee,
always with a guiding hand, and some-

one whose counsel and advice I treas-
ure. I thank them all because this
means a great deal to me.

I am delighted that there is a com-
promise of sorts that does lend more
funding to the Endangered Species Act.
I cosponsored this amendment. The
bill, as it is written, includes drastic
cuts in the endangered species pro-
gram. And if those cuts are left to
stand as they are, it would provoke
rather than solve problems in the ad-
ministration of the program. The cuts
that are still there, despite the fact
that we have been able to add $4.5 mil-
lion to the program, will reduce the
flexibility of the Department of the In-
terior to work cooperatively with land-
owners in complying with the Endan-
gered Species Act and slow rather than
speed the recovery of the species.

It is obvious that I support the En-
dangered Species Act, and I do so be-
cause it has worked successfully in
many instances. Enacted over two dec-
ades ago, the Endangered Species Act
was a bold attempt to halt the dan-
gerous disappearance of an increasing
number of species. The act does more
than preserve species; it protects the
human race, and it protects people by
conserving the biological resources
upon which we so much depend.

The act, as it stands, is not perfect,
and the Environment and Public Works
Committee, of which I am a member, is
actively working to reauthorize the
Endangered Species Act. Thusly, I
think some of the actions being taken
which preempt that legislation are pre-
cipitous in nature. And while we hope
to address many of the faults that
exist, we are still working to preserve
the positive aspects of the act during
the reauthorization process.

Mr. President, this bill would reduce
funding for those activities that are
considered to be the most positive as-
pects of the act. Over the last 2
months, the Environment and Public
Works Committee has held five hear-
ings on reauthorization. In those hear-
ings, we have heard many different
points of view—from those who want
the program to be totally voluntary, to
those who feel the program does not go
far enough. However, most people sup-
port the conservation of threatened or
endangered species, and most testify
that the key to protecting threatened
or endangered species is to provide in-
centives for private property owners to
help them do the right thing.

Mr. President, last week, the Key-
stone Center, a conference group, is-
sued its final report on ‘‘Incentives for
Private Landowners to Protect Endan-
gered Species,’’ so titled. This report
documents the consensus proposal of a
diverse group of people involved in the
review of the act.

They agreed that ‘‘it would be highly
desirable to further the goal of con-
serving endangered species through
greater voluntary participation and
the involvement of the private sector
and by providing positive incentives
that reward landowners for taking ac-

tion to protect or conserve endangered
or threatened species and their habi-
tat.’’

Now, we ought to take these rec-
ommendations to heart and ensure
that private landowners and local gov-
ernments do not alone bear the brunt
of the cost of recovery.

Mr. President, I would be remiss if I
did not state my firm opposition to bill
language that implements a morato-
rium on listing and designation of crit-
ical habitat.

This moratorium, in my view, is
damaging and harmful. Our endangered
species will continue to be threatened
and maybe even totally terminated.
The costs of recovery will continue to
mount. And the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice will find itself paralyzed to effect
any improvements in the administra-
tion of this act.

Last April, the Senate imposed a
similar moratorium on listings while
we considered the defense supple-
mental bill. While I opposed this provi-
sion, I understood that it would be in
effect until the end of this fiscal year,
September 30, 1995. Now, Mr. President,
we see the moratorium extended for
yet another year or until reauthoriza-
tion. Now, I am pleased that the com-
mittee agreed to limit it for 1 addi-
tional year, but I must say that I
strongly disagree with the moratorium
notion altogether.

However, this amendment does not
touch the moratorium on listing and
designation of critical habitat. Let me
make it clear: It does not remove the
moratorium.

The amendment simply increases the
funding for prelisting activities—a lit-
tle preventive medicine; consultation,
which allows cooperation with land-
owners; and recovery programs to re-
move species from the list. Nothing
more and nothing less.

Over the past few days, I received let-
ters from organizations that are con-
cerned with the slash in funding of the
Endangered Species Act programs. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD letters
from the Western Urban Water Coali-
tion, the Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermen’s Associations, a joint let-
ter from six religious organizations, a
resolution from the Western States
Land Commissioners Association all in
support of increases in ESA funding. It
is quite a diverse group.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

WESTERN URBAN WATER COALITION,
Orem, UT, July 24, 1995.

Re Fiscal year 1996 Interior Appropriations
for Administration of the Endangered
Species Act.

Sen. MARK O. HATFIELD,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: On behalf of the
Western Urban Water Coalition, I am writing
to urge that funding for administration of
the Endangered Species Act (‘‘ESA’’) pro-
gram by the Department of the Interior, and
other agencies, not be unnecessarily reduced
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or restricted by the Senate Appropriations
Committee. The Western Urban Water Coali-
tion is a national association of water utili-
ties for the largest cities in the Western
United States. Together, these utilities sup-
ply water to over 30 million people in the
West.

The Coalition agrees that the ESA should
be amended to work in a more balanced and
efficient manner, and has been actively in-
volved in ESA reauthorization. A copy of our
position paper on the ESA is enclosed. Until
such amendments are in the law, however,
FWS, NMFS, and other agencies must be
given the current resources needed to do
their jobs. If they cannot perform, the lack
of staff and funding for technical work and
cooperation with our utilities will cause ESA
implementation problems to grow, and our
water consumers, rather than the federal bu-
reaucracy, will be penalized.

The Coalition members are involved in a
wide variety of projects to provide water for
Western cities. Many require ESA compli-
ance. To fulfill their mission of providing a
reliable water supply to their customers, the
federal agencies charged with ESA respon-
sibility on these projects must have ade-
quate resources to carry out their required
role in a timely and consistent manner. In
the Coalition’s view, the level of funding ap-
proved by the House for the FWS, the NMFS,
and other agencies, for ESA implementation
is inadequate. It runs unnecessarily high
risks to our members ability to provide reli-
able future water supplies. We strongly urge
the Senate to restore ESA implementation
funds to a more reasonable level.

A few examples illustrate the nature of
this problem. Several Coalition members are
engaged in preparing Habitat Conservation
Plans (‘‘HCPs’’) to enable them to go forward
with important water supply activities.
These plans require extensive consultation
with federal officials at FWS and/or NMFS.
Only recently have sufficient staff become
available to make these procedures workable
and timely. If funding for ESA programs is
cut, we fear that the HCP process will suffer,
with negative impact on our long-term plan-
ning and on the ongoing projects that are
necessary to supply water to our customers.

Consultation under section 7 also requires
adequate support from federal officials. Al-
though Coalition members have some con-
cerns with the way the section 7 process is
sometimes applied, the solution is not to re-
scind or dramatically reduce funding in ad-
vance of substantive amendments to the Act.
Such an approach will only slow down the
section 7 process to our detriment.

Similarly, recovery plans are essential to
solving ESA problems in a way that does not
adversely affect the public interest. As dis-
cussed in our position paper, the recovery
planning process must be improved. None-
theless, without adequate funds, recovery
plans are likely to receive low priority and
the necessary actions to carry these plans
forward will be difficult or impossible to
achieve.

Thank you for considering these concerns.
We would be happy to meet with you or pro-
vide additional information on our concerns
at the ESA appropriations level. Please call
either me or Don Baur if we can be of further
assistance.

Very truly yours.
GUY R. MARTIN,

National Counsel,
Western Urban Water Coalition.

PACIFIC COAST FEDERATION
OF FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATIONS,

Sausalito, CA, August 4, 1995.
DEAR SENATOR: PCFFA is the largest orga-

nization of commercial fishermen on the
west coast, representing the men and women

of the Pacific fishing fleet who generate tens
of thousands of fishing jobs for coastal and
inland communities. Many of these fisher-
men are salmon fishermen.

Salmon are in collapse throughout the
Northwest and Northern California to the
point of requiring listing under the ESA in
order to prevent many key runs from extinc-
tion. The salmon fishery is in a state of fish-
ing emergency as declared by the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and unless pre-listing re-
covery efforts are well funded coho salmon
may be listed coastwide within the year.
ESA recovery funds and pre-listing biologi-
cal reviews are thus vitally important to re-
storing tens of thousands of salmon-depend-
ent jobs on the west coast. In fact, the only
open salmon fishery in the lower 48 is now
open as a direct result of ESA-driven water
reforms and habitat restoration in the Cali-
fornia Central Valley.

We urge you to support the Reid Amend-
ment to restore ESA recovery funds. With-
out these funds the salmon fishing industry
cannot act to save the basic biological foun-
dation upon which its job base depends. The
salmon fishing industry in California, Or-
egon and Washington has already lost an es-
timated 72,000 family wage jobs in the last 20
years, almost 50,000 of them just since 1988.
These jobs can be restored with appropriate
ESA-driven recovery efforts—but not with-
out appropriate funding.

Defunding ESA recovery efforts defunds all
the solutions and leaves only the problems.
Defunding recovery only makes those prob-
lems—as our job losses—worse. We urge you
to support the Reid Amendment in order to
restore those funds.

Sincerely,
GLEN H. SPAIN,

Northwest Regional Director, Pacific Coast
Federation of Fishermen’s Associations.

CHURCH OF THE BRETHREN,
Washington, DC, August 8, 1995.

DEAR SENATOR: Along with many others,
we, the following faith communities, have a
long history of support for the protection of
species. We see this as a stewardship respon-
sibility for all creation.

We also believe that safeguarding the wide
variety of the world’s species is good for peo-
ple. As we protect wild species’ ecosystems,
we are preserving our own air and water. In
addition, people rely on a wide variety of
species for medicinal and agricultural break-
throughs. Finally, as many communities
have experienced, the presence of species re-
sults in economic boons, due to sustained
natural resources such as fish populations,
tourism and recreation dollars, and because
businesses prefer locations where the quality
of life is high.

Since we strongly support the protection
of species, we are very concerned about por-
tions of the Interior appropriations bill (H.R.
1977) that significantly cut or place morato-
riums on the operation of the Endangered
Species Act. Such provisions will lead to fur-
ther decline within species that are waiting
to be listed or that need proactive protection
from recovery plans, land acquisition,
prelisting preventive activities, and so on. In
addition, if the safeguarding of species is de-
layed, later actions to protect these species
may be more expensive and burdensome.

We urge you to support amendments that
will restore Endangered Species Act funding
and life the ESA moratoriums. In addition,
we urge you to oppose possible amendments
that will seek to slash funding further.

We look forward to continued dialogue
with you as you deal the Endangered Species
Act issues. Thank you for considering our
concerns.

Sincerely,
TIMOTHY A. MCELWEE,

The Church of the
Brethren, Washing-
ton Office.

FATHER ROBERT J. BROOKS,
The Episcopal Church,

DARYL BYLER,
Mennonite Central

Committee, Wash-
ington Office.

PAULA JOHNSON,
Lutheran Office of

Governmental Af-
fairs.

Presbyterian Church
(USA) Washington
Office.

RABBI DAVID SAPERSTEIN,
Religious Action Cen-

ter of Reform Juda-
ism, Union of Amer-
ican Hebrew Con-
gregations.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the offset that permits us to add $4.5
million comes from a decrease in fund-
ing for the Bureau of Mines

Now, I want to say this: The Bureau
is one of the few agencies in the bill
that received the President’s full re-
quest.

The House bill, on the other hand,
eliminates the Bureau. I want to say
this, particularly in the presence of my
distinguished colleague and friend from
West Virginia: This amendment does
not eliminate the Bureau. I would not
support that. I believe that the Bureau
conducts important research on mine
and worker safety. There has been no
stronger advocate on concerns for
miner health and well-being than the
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. President, we have struck a bal-
ance with some small adjustments here
and there. It is a positive mood on be-
half of our ecology, and frankly on the
human race.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of this
amendment. As I look at past history
and think of what it costs us overall
when mistakes are made in protecting
the environment, mistakes like the
Exxon Valdez spill, that cost over $1 bil-
lion, and numerous other oil spills that
have almost decimated the ecology in a
particular area, when we look here and
we see that we are funding protection
of endangered species with a $59 mil-
lion appropriation, and that only be-
cause we are able to add $4.5 million—
compared, by the way, to $69 million
last year; a very significant decrease,
about 15 percent if my arithmetic
serves me—a budget request for the En-
dangered Species Act was $77.5 million.
We are off almost 20 percent from
there. These are huge cuts.

Mr. President, when I think of some-
thing like the Endangered Species Act,
I cannot help but think of my grand-
children’s faces and how delighted my
children were when we would go on a
trip into the mountains. We did a lot of
travel and we would see a deer, or even
small animals like a raccoon, or to see
the larger animals like the trip we
were able to take in which we saw
lions, baboons, and elephants. It al-
most would bring tears to their eyes
when we discussed what might happen



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 12012 August 9, 1995
to these species if they were left unpro-
tected.

We see it happening all over the
world. In America, where we value our
ecology, where we value the inhab-
itants of our Earth, we ought not to be
talking about how we stop the process,
but rather how we encourage the proc-
ess of protection.

When we look at the return of the
bald eagle, it excites all of us. I have
been to Alaska—one of the most beau-
tiful places certainly in our country—
to see the bald eagle recover from the
days of earlier times when the species
kept reducing. There are bald eagle
pairs now seen in New Jersey, the most
crowded State in the country. It is a
thrill to see them.

In New Jersey now, sometimes some
of it gets some of the neighborhood
people disturbed, but we have sightings
that confirm that there are at least 200
black bear and possibly up to as many
as 600 in the State of New Jersey. This
is a group of animals that was almost
totally gone.

It is not good if they chew in your
garbage and things of that nature, but
when you ask the little kids whether
they like the pictures of the black bear
and so forth, they thrill to the oppor-
tunity.

Mrs. BOXER. Would the Senator
yield for 30 seconds?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is always a
pleasure to yield.

Mrs. BOXER. I want to thank my
friend from New Jersey and my friend
from Nevada for their leadership on
this. It is my privilege to serve with
both Senators on the Environment
Committee. I feel so good about this
amendment. I understand it will be ac-
cepted, which is wonderful.

We may have some differences among
us on administering this program, but
what we are doing here today is
strengthening it, and I do agree that
there is such support as the Senator
has noted in the State of New Jersey
for the underlying purpose of the En-
dangered Species Act.

I just want to thank the Senator. I
guess in the end I did not have a ques-
tion but a compliment for my friend
from New Jersey and my friend from
Nevada for their leadership on this
issue.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Thank you. No
campaign is successful without a good
army. The Senator from California is
not only one of the best scouts but one
of the strongest fighters, as well, in
military terminology.

Mr. President, I close my remarks
with just one little tale about what
happens in the migratory seasons with
birds as they pass through New Jersey,
and the people that flock out there,
along with the birds, at 4 and 5 o’clock
in the morning to be ready to see the
species traveling north to south and
vice versa, depending on the season.

What a thrill. They hear a bunch of
adults yelling, ‘‘Here it is,’’ and they
identify this remote species of a bird
we have not seen in 20 years, and ev-

erybody is thrilled about it, and it
reaches all the local newspapers.
Maybe it is because we are such a
crowded State that we in many ways
are more protective of the species than,
sometimes, perhaps, people who have
such an abundance of them within
their State.

Mr. President, I hope that we will
adopt this amendment without any
fuss or bother. I yield the floor.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by Senators REID, CHAFEE, LAU-
TENBERG, myself, and others to par-
tially restore Endangered Species Act
funding.

It is understandable in this era of
budget balancing that endangered spe-
cies programs take their fair share of
cuts. However, the committee report
provides far deeper than average cuts
to endangered species programs.
Whereas most programs have endured
15- to 20-percent cuts, endangered spe-
cies program cuts are far greater—as
much as 50 percent in some cases or ze-
roed out completely. I don’t think this
is necessary or advisable at the present
time.

A number of endangered species re-
covery programs are in progress and at
a critical stage. They depend on ac-
tions by Federal, State, local, and pri-
vate interests that will create and im-
plement the most cost-effective and
flexible solutions to species recovery.
Our amendment provides a partial res-
toration of cuts to U.S. Fish and Wild-
life programs that help State agencies
through grants and assistance; tech-
nical assistance to private landowners;
prelisting agreements that nip species
declines in the bud and avoid the need
for regulatory action; consultations be-
tween agencies; and habitat conserva-
tion plans that are now the preferred
State-local-private approach for spe-
cies recovery in complex cases.

Funds in these areas are designed to
reduce headaches for landowners and
affected agencies of Federal, State, and
local government. This amendment
does not change the committee mora-
torium on listings of new species or
new critical habitat designation—even
though I strongly disagree with this
moratorium. If we pull the rug out
from the recovery programs in
progress—those that have already been
the subject of extensive public hearings
and economic analysis required under
the law—we will only make it more dif-
ficult and expensive to enact them in
the future. The irony of this is that we
hurt the very people and organizations
that these funding cuts may have inad-
vertently been designed to protect—
private landowners, State, and local
agencies.

We have had three very extensive re-
authorization hearings in the last
month on the Endangered Species Act.
It is noteworthy that we have discov-
ered very substantial common ground
among many diverse interests on many
issues. These include the need for posi-
tive incentives for those responsible for

implementing on-the-ground programs,
and the need for more State and local
delegation. The amendment we offer
today provides a partial restoration of
funding for exactly these purposes.
These funds will be highly leveraged by
State, local, and private funds, and
these depend on a certain amount of
Federal coordination and seed money.

The old adage that an ounce of pre-
vention is worth a pound of cure is cer-
tainly operative in the case of this
amendment: A relatively modest
amount of funding in these few areas
for the Fish and Wildlife Service and
their State and local partners will en-
sure that we avoid headaches and irre-
versible losses in the future. If we do
not move forward and honor our prac-
tical and ethical commitments to re-
covery programs already in progress,
particularly those at critical stages, we
will be abandoning a pledge that I firm-
ly believe the American people have
asked us repeatedly to honor.

By cutting funds that are designed to
resolve conflicts and provide State and
local delegation and solutions, we are
shooting ourselves in the foot. By re-
storing funds, at least partially, we
stay ahead of the curve and give our-
selves, our landowners, and our declin-
ing species of plants and animals a
fighting chance. I think that we de-
serve it. I ask colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to support this as a sen-
sible, prudent, and necessary step.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my strong support for
the Reid/Chafee Amendment to restore
funding for species conservation pro-
grams under the Endangered Species
Act.

Twenty-two years ago, Congress
passed the Endangered Species Act
with large bipartisan majorities. Even
at that time, hundreds of species had
become extinct since the creation of
the United States. Today, scientists es-
timate that we are losing up to 100 spe-
cies a day around the world.

While I acknowledge that the act has
significant problems, the ESA also has
achieved remarkable success in recov-
ering species. One of these is Florida’s
American alligator.

Today, of the 900 species that are
listed in the United States as threat-
ened or endangered, 238 of those are
stable or improving, and 7 species have
been delisted. Americans understand
that by protecting species, the Endan-
gered Species Act protects us—our
economy, our health, and our longterm
existence. While we are pulling away
from the brink of crisis, we cannot af-
ford to reduce our vigilance on this
issue. We should correct the short-
comings of the act, and benefit from all
our efforts thus far.

However, just as Congress is prepared
to implement reforms to make the ESA
work better, this appropriations bill
undermines our efforts by cutting ESA
science funding, outreach to land-
owners, and State assistance—the spe-
cific programs that will reduce con-
flicts. This budget would exacerbate
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rather than reduce problems we have
identified with the ESA.

The Reid-Chafee amendment will re-
store part of the disproportionate cut
made in committee to endangered spe-
cies programs, bringing it more in line
with funding reductions in Interior
across the board.

More importantly, the Reid amend-
ment invests money in the future of
imperiled species, spending wisely now
to save money in the long run. Two and
one-half million dollars of the restored
funds will go to prelisting programs
that seek to conserve species before
they reach the brink of extinction,
forestalling the need for costly and
sometimes controversial recovery ef-
forts. In my own State, this funding
will help prelisting activities to con-
serve the Florida black bear, to pre-
vent it from going the way of the criti-
cally endangered Florida panther.

Another $2 million will go to con-
sultation activities under section 7 of
the ESA to help Federal agencies bet-
ter fulfill their responsibilities under
the ESA. Section 7 is a powerful tool
for solving, and in many cases avoid-
ing, conflicts between Federal agency
activities and species conservation. In
Florida, for example, Federal projects
that may have gravely impacted the
conservation of Florida panthers and
West Indian manatees were modified
through the section 7 process in ways
that did not significantly interfere
with the projects and actually bene-
fitted the species. It is hard to find a
program where the money is better
spent.

Finally, $4 million would go to spe-
cies recovery efforts. As Senator
KEMPTHORNE has emphasized in his
very productive subcommittee hear-
ings on the reauthorization of the ESA,
recovery is, or should be, the heart of
the ESA. Species such as the grizzly
bear, the peregrine falcon—and our na-
tional symbol, the bald eagle—are re-
covered or recovering steadily due to
ESA recovery efforts. But the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service need the resources
to keep these successes coming. Again,
expeditious recovery measures now
will decrease the expense of recovery in
the long run.

Throughout its history, the ESA has
enjoyed bipartisan support. The act
was signed into law by President
Nixon. The harm regulation was pro-
mulgated during the Ford administra-
tion, which was revamped to its cur-
rent form during the Reagan adminis-
tration. Now the program is being de-
fended by the Clinton administration.
There are many good reasons for this
historical support. Let us bear them in
mind, and address the act’s obvious
problems with consideration for the
benefits that it has produced thus far.

The Reid-Chafee amendment makes
good fiscal sense, and will help con-
serve the endangered wildlife that all
Americans value as part of this coun-
try’s priceless natural heritage. I
strongly urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I
would like to address for just a mo-
ment the consultation and the recov-
ery functions for endangered species.
The consultations which must be con-
ducted so the projects can go forward,
the consultation and the recovery func-
tions of the Fish and Wildlife Service,
were designed to make certain that
species that are already on the list of
threatened or endangered species are
not in jeopardy, and to assure that
they would come off of the list as rap-
idly as possible. The committee has
funded these activities at about 60 per-
cent of the budget estimate.

We have before us an amendment
that restores approximately $4.5 mil-
lion to these activities. This is an
amendment that I can support so far as
it speeds the process of removing spe-
cies off of the list.

In hearings that I have held this
year, it has been confirmed repeatedly
that the failure to consult, the failure
of agencies to meet deadlines, the fail-
ure of agencies to commit resources to
consultation, have severely delayed
projects and have resulted in unneces-
sary project costs and, in one instance,
nearly resulted in economic disaster
and threatened thousands of jobs in the
State of Idaho.

The February 1995 issue of Conserva-
tion Biology said that there were huge
delays in the writing of 314 recovery
plans completed through August 1991.
The average time that it took to write
a recovery plan involving an animal
was 11.3 years; for plants it took 4.1
years. The Director of the Fish and
Wildlife Service stated at a recent
hearing on the Endangered Species Act
that their targeted goal was to reduce
the time it takes to produce a recovery
plan to 21⁄2 years after a species is list-
ed. It would be counterproductive for
us to reduce the money available for
them to accomplish this job.

Another reason I want this money
available is to make certain that con-
sultations such as those that will be re-
quired, now that the Bruneau Hot
Springs snail is considered by the
courts to be a listed species, can indeed
go forward. For those who may not be
familiar with this issue, the Bruneau
snail was listed as endangered, re-
moved from listing for procedural rea-
sons, and recently reinstated to listed
status by the courts.

During the months, and in fact even
the years, it took, an entire regional
economy in Idaho has been put on hold;
consultations on farm loans and busi-
ness loans and other projects that may
affect the snail have been totally held
up.

We must at this juncture make cer-
tain there is enough money to conduct
the consultations on species like the
Bruneau snail.

There is another example of why I
support the increased funding for re-
covery and consultation. The recovery
and ultimate delisting of the gray wolf,

the controversial project of the admin-
istration, depends for its success on
many things. One of the unknowns—a
research problem with gray wolf—is
the possible conflict between the wolf
and another major predator, the moun-
tain lion. The Honecker Institute is
conducting important research into
this issue. This research, that is funded
out of this appropriation, must be done
to resolve a major gray wolf issue.

Mr. President, I do join, then, with
Senator REID, who is the ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee. I enjoyed
working with him. I also want to state
that there is a moratorium in place.
The moratorium is in place so we can
reauthorize, and in fact reform, the En-
dangered Species Act.

These funds must not be used con-
trary to the intent of that current mor-
atorium. In fact, I support the exten-
sion of that moratorium.

Mr. President, I support the continu-
ation of the moratorium on further
listings and designations of critical
habitat under the Endangered Species
Act until the act is reauthorized.

Earlier this year, a 6-month morato-
rium on further listings was signed
into law. I supported that amendment.

Unfortunately, since the moratorium
took effect, courts have twice required
the Department of the Interior to take
actions counter to the moratorium’s
intent. The courts ordered the designa-
tion of critical habitat for the Mexican
spotted owl throughout the Southwest
and the reinstatement of the Bruneau
Hot Springs snail on the endangered
species list.

In those cases, and in similar cases
over the years, the courts have stated
they might have ruled differently had
it not been for the wording of the En-
dangered Species Act, which leaves
them no other choice but to supersede
other laws—including the moratorium.
We must reform the Endangered Spe-
cies Act in such a way to make sure it
does not become the super law that
overrules all other laws of our Nation.

In my Drinking Water, Fisheries, and
Wildlife Subcommittee, we have held
eight hearings in Washington and field
hearings in Oregon and Idaho on reau-
thorization and reform of the act. We
have heard some honest and blunt tes-
timony on the impacts of the act.
We’ve heard from both advocates of the
act and those who favor its reform. We
have heard from the administration.
While all witnesses may not agree on
the future of the act, they do agree
that the ESA is in need of reform.
We’ve heard it from unemployed
loggers in Idaho, environmentalists,
and the Secretary of the Interior. The
Endangered Species Act has failed and
must be reformed.

For years, Secretary Babbitt insisted
the ESA only needed some fine tuning.
At one of our hearings he clearly and
forcefully stated it is time to reform
the act.

Continuing this moratorium gives us
the time to do the job and do it right.

This is not a regional issue. It is not
just a Western concern. Senators from
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North Carolina to Washington; Arizona
to Virginia will tell you of the over-
reaching effect of the Endangered Spe-
cies Act on their States. Whether you
are talking about Texas, where more
than 800,000 acres of land in more than
30 counties were proposed for critical
habitat for the golden-cheeked warbler
or Alabama where a relatively common
sturgeon has been repeatedly proposed
for listing—we are all affected.

Everyone agrees the Endangered Spe-
cies Act must be reformed, and soon. I
am committed to getting a reform bill
passed by the Senate this year. Keep-
ing this time out on further listings
and designations of critical habitat in
place will only help us get the job done
soon, and get it done well. We need to
lower the rhetoric and allow for ration-
al discussion of the legitimate issues
facing ESA reform. I believe by remov-
ing the potential for new listings of
species and habitat for a while, we can
proceed with meaningful ESA reform
that will serve the best interests of pri-
vate landowners, resource users, nature
lovers, and the very species we are try-
ing to save.

Mr. President, I commend Senator
GORTON, who has been a leader on this
whole issue of the Endangered Species
Act, and thank Senator BYRD for his
continual assistance on these matters
as we move forward.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the

Senator from Idaho leaves the floor, I
want to extend my public appreciation
again for the fair manner in which he
has conducted the hearings and the
studies that the committee has been
engaged in, in arriving at the point
where we can attempt to have legisla-
tion that will reauthorize the Endan-
gered Species Act.

The Senator from Idaho and I on
some occasions—not a lot of occa-
sions—have disagreements about phi-
losophy relating to the Endangered
Species Act. He has conducted himself
with the highest standards of govern-
ment in the hearings he has held. I
want him to know publicly how much I
appreciate the work he has done in
that subcommittee. He is an asset to
the U.S. Senate.

I just want to say briefly, the money
that is taken from the Bureau of
Mines—it is the only program I think
in this bill that was funded at the level
the President asked, even though it is
below last year’s level. It is a real hit
to the Bureau of Mines. We did, under
the direction and guidance of the rank-
ing member of the Appropriations
Committee, Senator BYRD, limit any
cuts to programs that would not in-
clude health and safety. So I appre-
ciate, as others have stated here, the
leadership of the Senator from West
Virginia and the help and guidance of
the Senator from Washington, who is
managing the bill today.

I have no more speakers on this. If it
is in keeping with the wishes of the

manager of the bill, we could move for-
ward with adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, indeed,
the Senator from Nevada is correct.
This amendment was modified,
changed, and worked out to the satis-
faction of all concerned and to my sat-
isfaction and that of the Senator from
West Virginia.

I believe at this point, unless there is
further debate, we are prepared to ac-
cept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2308) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
VOTE ON THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE

9, LINE 23, AS AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the underlying com-
mittee amendment? If not, the ques-
tion occurs on the amendment.

The amendment on page 9, line 23, as
amended, was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, next in
line will be the Senator from North
Carolina. I believe, however, that his
amendment is appropriately an amend-
ment to one or both of the committee
amendments on page 9 and page 10.

So, if he will permit me, I will ask
that those amendments be called up
and his amendment would be to those.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.
COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 10, LINE 12

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be informed the Senate has
agreed to the amendment on page 9. We
are now on the amendment on page 10.

Mr. GORTON. Then I call up the
amendment on page 10.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the pending business.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be accepted but it be considered
as original text for the purpose of fur-
ther amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The committee amendment on page
10, line 12, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

AMENDMENT NO. 2309

(Purpose: To Save the American Taxpayers
$968,000)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I believe
I have an amendment at the desk. I ask
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the remaining committee

amendments will be set aside and the
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.

HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered
2309.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 10, line 19, strike the word ‘‘Act.’’

and insert: ‘‘Act: Provided, That no monies
appropriated under this act shall be used to
implement and carry out the Red Wolf re-
introduction program and that the amount
appropriated under this paragraph shall be
reduced by $968,000.’’

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment proposes to save the
American taxpayers almost $1 million
by eliminating funding for the so-
called Red Wolf Program, which has
created an enormous problem for the
people of North Carolina. This Red
Wolf Program is administered by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Mr. President, 63 red wolves were re-
leased by the Fish and Wildlife Service
onto Federal lands, but they just did
not stay there. They have increasingly
encroached on private property to the
point that they have become hazardous
and a menace to private property own-
ers, their families, their animals, their
livestock, and so on.

Mr. President, the Red Wolf Program
was created in 1987. It has already cost
the American taxpayers $5,224,500. Ac-
cording to a March 1995 report from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 63
wolves originally released in eastern
North Carolina in 1987 have multiplied.
Today there are at least 170 or more
wolves in eastern North Carolina. At
least 70 wolves have been born in the
wild during the past 8 years. That
amounts to an increase of more than
100 percent in the population of red
wolves in less than 8 years.

Since 1987 the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice has conducted 934 monitoring
flights over that entire area to monitor
the location of these red wolves, at a
cost of untold thousands of dollars—934
airplane flights to monitor these trans-
planted red wolves. And the adminis-
tration has requested another $968,000
for this very same program for the
coming year.

I am told that the States of Ten-
nessee and South Carolina have the
same difficulty with the red wolves be-
cause the Fish and Wildlife Service has
transplanted and relocated red wolves
in those two States as well.

Mr. President these wolves are preda-
tory animals, and they have become an
exceedingly dangerous presence in
eastern North Carolina. They slink
onto private property, they attack and
feed upon farm animals and livestock,
and we have reports that at least one
child has been bitten by a red wolf and
had to undergo tetanus treatment.

We have received all sorts of mail
from eastern North Carolina. We have
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mail from organizations such as the
North Carolina Farm Bureau and the
Hyde County, NC, officials, and from
concerned citizens all over. They op-
pose vigorously this Red Wolf Program
because it has become increasingly
dangerous to the people, to their pri-
vate property, and to their farm ani-
mals.

The chairman of the Board of Com-
missioners of Hyde County, NC, put it
this way. And I quote him:

Red wolves have caused a lot of hardship in
Hyde, . . . endangered species have more
land rights than the landowner paying the
property taxes.

But the bottom line is that these red
wolves have become such a dangerous
problem that the Fish and Wildlife
Service issued regulations on April 13
finally allowing property owners to
shoot these predatory animals on their
land. And the farmers and other land-
owners feel that they ought not to have
to go to that extreme. They want an
end to the program, and I think that it
has served its purpose, if it ever had
one.

In any case, for a long time authori-
ties have been contending that reintro-
duction programs, which is what the
Fish and Wildlife Service calls them,
do not work very well.

I have in hand a report published by
the New York Times on October 5, 1993,
which emphasizes that these reintro-
duction programs are useless. Michael
Phillips, the field coordinator for the
Fish and Wildlife Service, was quoted
by the New York Times as saying, and
I am quoting him:

Most things we have tried to orchestrate in
the wild have not worked. The pairs we put
out did not stay together and the families
did not stay in the places we chose.

So, Mr. President, so the many good
citizens in eastern North Carolina re-
sent this waste of taxpayers’ money.
They do not want these predators
roaming their property, attacking
their farm animals and livestock, and
being a peril to their children.

According to the committee report,
private property owners in Idaho and
Montana are experiencing the same
sort of problems as a result of the gray
wolf reintroduction program.

All of it indicates to me—and I ad-
dress this specifically for myself and
my State, the Red Wolf Program—that
this red wolf program is a bad idea
whose time never came. I hope that we
will not waste any more of the tax-
payers’ dollars on it.

The pending amendment proposes to
abolish the program by eliminating the
proposed $968,000 for its continuance
for 1 more year.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this is

more or less in the form of a notice
that I have listened to the Senator
from North Carolina. He is dealing
with an issue which is almost exclu-

sively contained within his own State.
Personally, I defer to his judgment on
the matter and tend to support him in
his amendment. At the same time, I
recognize—and I believe he recog-
nizes—that this could well be consid-
ered to be a relatively controversial
amendment that would require a roll-
call.

So what I should like to do at this
time is simply put Members on both
sides of the aisle on notice that the
Senator from North Carolina has spo-
ken to the amendment, and we will
deal with it much as we dealt with the
amendment of the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CRAIG] this morning, and state
that if there are those who are going to
oppose the amendment, would they
please notify us? Better than that, will
they please come to the floor so they
can debate the amendment?

If I may request of the Senator from
North Carolina to withhold his request
for the yeas and nays, and if no one
comes to oppose the amendment in an
hour or so, we will simply accept it by
a voice vote. But if it is going to be op-
posed, we will certainly have a rollcall
vote on it.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator made a proposition
that I cannot refuse. As the Prince of
Denmark was once reported to have
said, it is a consummation devoutly to
be wished.

I thank the Chair. I thank the man-
ager of the bill.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, once
again, this amendment by the Senator
from North Carolina on the reintroduc-
tion of the red wolves is a significant
amendment. If there are those who are
going to debate the Senator from
North Carolina on it or object to it, we
would appreciate notice from them rea-
sonably promptly.

Mr. President, we know that we have
one other amendment that will be con-
tested. It will be proposed by the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] regard-
ing the stewardship of an incentive
program. We hope that we can get him
to come to the floor as promptly as
possible.

We have cleared a few other amend-
ments for a wrap-up session. But it is
now 3 o’clock in the afternoon. Most of
these contentious amendments on this
bill have been debated and voted on.

We urge Members to tell us now
whether or not they want to have their
amendments considered. And there is
no better time to come and have an
amendment considered than right now.
If Members want that kind of consider-
ation, would they come as promptly as
possible?

With that, and waiting with bated
breath the next Senator who wishes to
speak, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 2295

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that amendment
No. 2295, which was adopted last night,
be modified by striking any reference
to ‘‘December’’ and inserting in each
such place ‘‘November’’.

This agreement is cleared on both
sides and is necessary for the amend-
ment to be internally consistent and
also consistent with the assertions by
its sponsors that it was a 90-day mora-
torium on the Secretary of Interior im-
plementing any grazing regulations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 16, LINE 4

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 21, LINE 24

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 22, LINE 5

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that there are three remaining
committee amendments that have not
been adopted. May I inquire whether
that is correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that those three
committee amendments be considered
en bloc and adopted en bloc and they be
considered as original text for purpose
of amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
would ask unanimous consent that fur-
ther proceedings under the quorum call
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
would ask unanimous consent that the
pending amendment be set aside, and
that I be allowed to offer an amend-
ment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2310

(Purpose: To restore funding for Indian
education)

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN], proposes amendment numbered 2310.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 89, line 8, strike ‘‘$54,660,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$81,341,000’’.
On page 136, between lines 12 and 13, insert

the following:
SEC. 3 . PRO RATA REDUCTION.

The amounts provided in this Act, not re-
quired for payments by law, are reduced by 2
percent on a pro rata basis. The reduction re-
quired by this section shall be made in a uni-
form manner for each program, project, or
activity provided in this Act.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this
amendment will restore $26.6 million
for Indian education programs that are
funded on a competitive basis through
the Department of Education’s Office
of Indian Education.

Under the amendment, the office’s
programs would be maintained in 1996
at the 1995 level of $81 million. The
committee has appropriated and has
contained in this bill $54 million for
this purpose already. And I appreciate
that very much, but I do want my col-
leagues to know that this level of fund-
ing would represent more than a 30-per-
cent cut from the current-year level. It
would represent the complete elimi-
nation of the office’s competitive grant
program which specifically awards
funding to Indian tribes and tribal or-
ganizations that work with the public
schools and the community on a vari-
ety of education issues.

This funding is vitally needed be-
cause it supplements but it does not di-
rectly fund our Nation’s public schools;
and those are the schools, Mr. Presi-
dent, which educate 90 percent of our
American Indian children.

Without the amendment and the res-
toration of the competitive grant pro-
gram, we will be eliminating special
services for Indian students in public
schools. We will be eliminating train-
ing for their teachers and critically
needed adult education and GED pro-
grams that are operated by Indian
tribes and Indian people.

Mr. President, this is not fluff
money. This is funding that is awarded
on a highly competitive basis. It does
not even come close to meeting the ac-
tual need which has been dem-
onstrated.

In 1990 to 1994 this Office of Indian
Education received a total of $75 mil-
lion in competitive funding requests
from Indian tribes and Indian organiza-
tions. It was able to fund less than 50
percent of the requests it received dur-

ing that 4-year period. Only the pro-
grams of the highest quality were fund-
ed due to the very competitive nature
of these grants.

I want to make sure that my col-
leagues understand this, that I am not
offering an amendment that would al-
locate money out to school districts on
a formula basis. The funding that is in-
volved with this amendment is specifi-
cally designed to keep the Indian tribes
and Indian people involved in the edu-
cation of their own children, in the
education of their own young people
and the adults in those tribes and In-
dian organizations.

Mr. President, I have heard many
speeches on this Senate floor about em-
powering people to do things for them-
selves. These funds that we are trying
to restore in this amendment empower
Indian tribes and Indian people to take
a hand in educating their own children.
That is the specific purpose of these
funds. And it is for that reason that I
believe it is important that we main-
tain the current level of funding. As I
mentioned earlier, the funds enable
tribes to operate GED classes and other
adult education classes. It helps to
train the teachers who will teach these
Indian students. It provides fellowships
and grants to Indian students who wish
to pursue higher education and
through a specific set-aside it funds
several Indian control schools includ-
ing schools in Wisconsin and in Min-
nesota and in the Dakotas.

Last year Indian-controlled schools
in Minnesota received $1 and $2 million
in competitive grant funding. That is
two different schools in Minnesota. Un-
less the amendment that I am offering
here is approved, these schools will not
even have the opportunity to apply for
funding in the upcoming year. They
will get nothing because there will be
no program through which we can fund
them.

Mr. President, there are many types
of programs funded under this pro-
gram. Let me give a few examples. The
Yaqui tribe in Arizona has a program
for curriculum development for drop-
out prevention, for support systems,
for students in those schools. In Wash-
ington State, the South Puget Inter-
tribal Planning and Seattle Indian Cen-
ter has a dropout intervention and
GED program. That is funded through
these funds.

In Alaska the Bristol Bay Native
American Corps has a dropout and
counseling and testing center that they
fund. In Oklahoma there is a Cross Cul-
tural Education Center that provides
basic skills, classes and dropout pre-
vention programs for Indian students.

In my own State, the Pueblo Zuni
have programs in basic academic
skills, enhancement and dropout pre-
vention. New Mexico State University
in the past has had a summer program
for Indian youth in science and math
which is funded through the funds that
I am proposing to maintain with this
amendment.

In Wyoming, there is the Northern
Plains Education Foundation, also a
dropout prevention program that they
have there.

In Nevada, we have the Fallen Pauite
Shoshoni Tribe and the Pyramid Lake
Pauite Tribe. They have the basic
skills and dropout prevention program
as well.

Mr. President, my Indian constitu-
ents recently reminded me that the
very first contract with America was
between the Federal Government and
the Indian people of this country.

In school districts such as the Gal-
lop-McKinley school district in my
State of New Mexico, Indian students
need the services that this appropria-
tion provides, and the school district
serving them relies upon these Federal
funds. These funds provide the services
that enhance the cultural relevance
and success of mainstream public edu-
cation for students. They empower the
Indian tribes and Indian people to re-
main involved in the education of their
own children, even when these children
are in public schools.

We ought not to be cutting programs
that are essential for the very neediest
in our society, and unless we adopt this
amendment, that is exactly what we
would be doing in this bill.

Mr. President, I think there are
going to be many examples this year—
we have already seen a few and we will
see more when we come back from our
August recess—where we are proposing
to cut funding for education. As I go
around my State of New Mexico and
talk to people, that is not the priority
that the people of my State have. They
want us to maintain funding for edu-
cation. In fact, if there is any addi-
tional funding to be used, they want it
added to education.

Ninety percent of the Indian students
in my State and in the country, in fact,
get their education through the public
schools, and the funds that are in-
volved in this program are the funds
that are helping those public schools to
provide better education and are help-
ing the Indian organizations and the
tribal governments to participate in
that.

Last Sunday, on July 30, Louis
Gerstner, the CEO of IBM, told the
Governors in their meeting in Vermont
that America’s top priorities should be
setting ‘‘absolutely the highest aca-
demic standards and holding all of us
accountable for results. Now. Imme-
diately. This school year.’’

He went on to say, ‘‘Now if we don’t
do that, we won’t need anymore goals,
because we are going nowhere. Without
standards and accountability, we have
nothing.’’

Mr. President, I compliment Mr.
Gerstner for his strong commitment to
improving education. We need to dem-
onstrate that same commitment in the
U.S. Senate. This amendment will help
us to do that.

The offset that I have identified in
this amendment and which I am sure is
not ideal, since no offset is ideal, but it
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is the least painful of those that I come
up with, essentially involves a 2 per-
cent prorated reduction in funding for
all other accounts covered by this bill.
With that kind of a 2-percent reduction
on a prorated basis, we can have the
necessary $26 million which is nec-
essary to keep funding in 1996 at the
same level that we have it in 1995 for
these very important programs that
help to educate Indian children in this
country.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment. I yield the floor, Mr.
President.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, with re-

gret, I am going to have to oppose this
amendment first, by saying that,
again, if you focus on only one line
item in this appropriations bill or in
all appropriations bill, you reach one
conclusion. If you take the budget of
the United States as a whole, you come
up with an entirely different conclu-
sion. It is correct that this particular
Indian education program is subjected
to a $27 million reduction under the
amount for the current year. In that,
the Senator from New Mexico is en-
tirely correct. But that is only one
small part of the moneys which are de-
voted to Indian education.

For the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
the schools that it conducts, a subject
of the debate last night and early this
morning, there is actually a small in-
crease in the appropriation in this bill,
one of a tiny handful of functions in
the entire bill which is actually in-
creased over 1995 in attempting to
reach our goal of an 11-percent overall
reduction.

But that figure pales to insignifi-
cance in comparison with the $470 mil-
lion which goes into Indian education
programs administered by the Depart-
ment of Education outside of this ap-
propriations bill.

Mr. President, I do not think Mem-
bers know that Indian children are the
subject of impact aid payments to the
school districts that provide education
for them. Impact aid is something with
which every Member of this body is fa-
miliar. It is the added payments made
by the Federal Government for people
who live on or work on Federal res-
ervations, for children in school, by
reason of the tax exemption of the
lands on those Federal reservations.

So, for example, a child who is in a
military family, with a family living
on a military reservation, entitles the
school district educating that child to
impact aid. Indian children get that
impact aid exactly as everybody else
that is its subject.

This bill includes $318 million, way
more than the entire budget that we
are talking about, in impact aid for In-
dian children. In fact, Indian children
are doubly privileged, because they get
all the impact aid and they get this
program to which this amendment is
an amendment, in addition. So we are

not speaking about the only or even
the principal program which provides
educational assistance for Indian chil-
dren. I simply want to repeat, other
parts of the budget and the appropria-
tions bill which we will adopt include
$470 million for that purpose. It is infi-
nitely more than what we are speaking
about here.

But, Mr. President, at the same time,
this amendment proposes to take
money out of every other program cov-
ered by this bill, ironically including
every other Indian program. So a sig-
nificant portion of it will be trans-
ferred from other Indian programs.

I have already made the commitment
to the distinguished Senator from Ari-
zona, who chairs the Indian Affairs
Committee, that when we arrive at a
final amount of money for Indian pro-
grams, we will work with him for those
internal priorities. This proposal sets
those priorities by taking additional
money from every other Indian pro-
gram for this together with money
from the National Park Service, which
we have attempted to protect because
of its obvious importance, for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts, on
which we have just had a long debate
and a restoration of certain amounts of
money, for energy programs, for our
national forests, literally for every-
thing else in this bill.

So everything in this bill, every pro-
gram, every project, every agency,
every responsibility is reduced by this
amendment in order to deal with a sin-
gle line item, which is far from the
most important line item for the edu-
cation of our children.

Mr. President, for that reason, I be-
lieve it should be rejected. I believe,
also, that we would have a rollcall on
it.

Does the Senator from New Mexico
desire a rollcall vote?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
would desire a rollcall. I would like a
few minutes to respond.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. GORTON. Before the Senator

from New Mexico speaks again, I will
just say that we are going to attempt
to stack the vote on this amendment
with the vote on the amendment by the
Senator from North Carolina on wolves
and any other we may have. I hope per-
haps we will settle with the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator will in-
dulge me for a moment, I understand
that we may well have an agreement
on mine. If we did, if it reaches that
point, maybe we can take 15 seconds,
and I would ask at that point that
whatever is pending be set aside, and
we can put all the statements in the
RECORD and agree to it.

Mr. GORTON. I would be delighted.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let

me take a few minutes to respond to

the comments of the Senator. Let me
give my perspective on where we find
ourselves, because I think it is impor-
tant to always identify the context.

In my view, the budget resolution
that was approved by the Senate and
the House of Representatives has in it
a very misguided set of priorities, and
that is part of what is driving us to de-
bate cuts within this Interior appro-
priations bill at this point. We are see-
ing that we have a bill coming up again
tomorrow on defense matters, where
we are proposing, under that budget
resolution, to add $7 billion to what the
President has asked for and to what
the Pentagon has asked for, primarily
to fund Member-interest items, which
is usually referred to in the public
arena as ‘‘pork,’’ at the same time that
we are cutting funds for Indian edu-
cation throughout this country.

So we have a very misguided set of
priorities that have driven us to the
situation that we find ourselves in
today. For that reason, of course, I op-
pose that budget resolution.

Let me say that even within this bill
I have great difficulty relating to the
characterization that my colleague and
friend from Washington made that the
Indian students in this country are
doubly privileged by getting impact aid
funds plus other types of funds. The
impact aid funds are clearly intended
to make up for the loss of the local tax
base. That is what that is. That is not
free money. That is a result of the fact
that local communities have no ability
to tax locally, and, therefore, the Fed-
eral Government has said we will pro-
vide some level of assistance to offset
the loss of revenue from the loss of
that tax base.

The truth is that the Indian students
in my State—at least, when I go
around and visit schools, those schools
are not luxurious; those are large class-
es, and those students do not have any
kind of special privileges by virtue of
being Indian students.

A principal of one of the schools in
Gallup County came to see me—Karen
Woods from Jefferson Elementary in
Gallup-McKinley County. She said to
me—and I think this is her perspective
in trying to prepare for the new school
year which will begin later this
month—what she is facing is cuts in
support for kindergarten. She is having
to go from a full day down to a half
day. There are cuts in counselors from
the elementary school, cuts in bilin-
gual education and funds for tutors,
and cuts in chapter 1. She will have
lost the first grade side-by-side pro-
gram, as she explained it to me. Sum-
mer school for elementary students has
been lost. Home school liaison pro-
gram, which she had before, has been
lost. Now we are proposing in this bill
that the funds which she might have
applied for to supplement public school
funds to assist the Indian students, in
particular, which the various tribes
could have applied for, will also be cut.

So I think it represents a very mis-
guided set of priorities. I hope very
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much that we can do this. I wish we did
not have to take a 2 percent reduction
in the other accounts in this bill in
order to at least maintain level funding
for this year in this vitally important
program. But that is the only way that
I can figure out how to do it.

I think, on balance, that is the right
set of priorities. On balance, we should
be putting our children first and put-
ting the education of our children first.
I think our obligation in the Federal
Government is nowhere greater than in
the education of the Indian children in
this country.

For that reason, I urge my colleagues
to support the amendment and vote for
it when we come to a final vote.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New Mexico for the
promptness in dealing with this amend-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that we
return to consideration of the Helms
amendment and that we hear from the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land on that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2309

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would
like to discuss the Helms amendment
that we have just returned to. What
this amendment does is provide that no
moneys appropriated under this act
shall be used to implement or carry out
the red wolf introduction program.

Mr. President, the amendment goes
on to say, ‘‘and that the amount appro-
priated under this paragraph shall be
reduced by $968,000.’’

It is agreeable with the Senator from
North Carolina that that last phrase I
just stated—‘‘and that the amount ap-
propriated under this paragraph shall
be reduced by $968,000’’—can be strick-
en.

Now, Mr. President, I presume that
to have that amendment modified to
that extent would have to come from
the individual presenter of the amend-
ment; am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It can be
done by unanimous consent.

Mr. CHAFEE. Well, the Senator from
North Carolina might come back. If he
does, I would prefer to have him do it.
If he does not, at the conclusion of my
remarks, I will ask unanimous consent
to have that stricken.

I will proceed pending the return of
the Senator from North Carolina, if he
chooses to come back. He and I dis-
cussed this, and there is no doubt of his
position on this particular clause.

Mr. President, a little review of the
record. In 1967, which was 28 years ago,
the red wolf was listed as endangered.
By 1980, which was some 15 years ago,
the red wolf was officially declared as
extinct in the wild. It was gone, except
in a few zoos.

In 1987, the Fish and Wildlife Service
reintroduced red wolves into the Alli-
gator River National Wildlife Refuge,
which is in Dare County, NC. The red
wolf population was determined to be

what they call a ‘‘nonessential experi-
mental population.’’ In other words,
they released these pairs of wolves
with the hope that they would come
back and repropagate. Nonetheless,
they are not a strictly experimental
population. By calling them ‘‘non-
essential,’’ it meant that if they tres-
pass out of their areas and so forth,
they could be shot by the local individ-
uals in the area if they destroyed wild-
life and so forth or farm animals.

Now, a minimum of 40 to 50 red
wolves are known to exist in the area
now. In 1991, the Fish and Wildlife
Service initiated a second reintroduc-
tion effort in the Great Smoky Moun-
tains National Park. Part of it is in
North Carolina and part of it is in Ten-
nessee.

In addition, there are some 200,000
acres of privately owned land that is
part of the recovery program. I pre-
sume that the great bulk of that pri-
vately owned land is owned by timber
companies, not by somebody with a
plot of 2 to 5 acres, but instead hun-
dreds, indeed, thousands of acres owned
by the timber companies.

A bill to allow private landowners to
trap and kill red wolves on private
lands in certain parts of North Caro-
lina was passed by the State legisla-
ture and went into effect in January of
this year. Recently, the Fish and Wild-
life Service promulgated a special rule
providing more flexible management to
private landowners. In other words,
this is treated somewhat differently
than strictly an endangered species.
There is no taking. You cannot shoot,
you cannot trap them.

Mr. President, I was interested to
discover that there are two red wolves
in a captive breeding program in Roger
Williams Park Zoo in our capital city
of Providence, RI. An effort is being
made throughout the country to bring
back this species that, indeed, was de-
clared extinct in the wild, and consid-
erable success has attended it.

With this amendment by the distin-
guished senior Senator, my longtime
seatmate—we sit side by side and have
for some 12 or 14 years—would provide
that no moneys appropriated under
this act—that is the Endangered Spe-
cies Act—or the Interior appropria-
tions, could be used in connection to
implement or carry out the red wolf re-
introduction program.

I think that is unfortunate, Mr.
President. I know that the senior Sen-
ator from North Carolina has ticked off
some occasions when red wolves have
attacked livestock, but I think those
are relatively rare situations.

What I worry about, Mr. President, is
that each of us can come in and tick off
individually these species that have
been reintroduced in our States, and
we do not want that.

We all know in the Senate there is
what they call senatorial preroga-
tives—a privilege, a deference. Both
Senators from North Carolina are Re-
publicans. I presume that the tradi-
tional deference will be granted to

them. It would not make any difference
if they were both Democrats, or one
Democrat and one Republican. Judicial
deference will be granted by many, say-
ing if that is what you want in your
State, that is your business.

I think there is another view to this,
Mr. President. I think it is to the ad-
vantage of all of us as a nation, as
members of this society, as Americans,
to have these populations come back. If
they get out of hand, if we have wolves
roaming all over the place and killing
livestock—sheep and cattle, ducks,
chickens, whatever it might be—there
are ways of handling that. No question
about it.

I do not think they represent a
threat. I think the country is better off
if we have some red wolves in these
great national forests or great national
parks or wildlife refuges, whatever
they might be.

I might point out, Mr. President,
that where these are taking place is in
lands that belong to all of us. It is not
just lands that belong to the folks in
North Carolina or the folks in Ten-
nessee. They belong to all of us.

Mr. President, I am sorry that this
amendment has been presented. I sus-
pect there will be considerable support
for it. I indicated to the Senator from
North Carolina that I would not be vot-
ing for it. I wanted to point out to oth-
ers my feelings on it, and those that
chose not to vote for it, obviously, I
would be grateful for that likewise.

I think more than this particular
case, Mr. President, yes, if we agree
with red wolves, that is all right, the
world will not come to a stop, but
where do we go from here? What is
next? What is after this?

Then, I believe, going after a grizzly
or another type of wolf, no matter
what it is. These have been declared
endangered species, and in some cases
extinct species, as in the case of the
red wolf. Again, I want to express my
appreciation to the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Carolina for taking
out the last part dealing with the spe-
cific sums.

Now, why did he do that? He was gra-
cious enough to do that because I
pointed out to him that when he takes
money from the recovery funds, it
means that whole series of other ani-
mals and species and flora, there is less
money for that recovery program.

There is a long list of things seeking
to be protected under the recovery
moneys which are very, very limited. I
think total it is $36 million in all. This
would cut that by nearly $1 million. An
hour or so ago on this floor we man-
aged, with the help of the distinguished
managers of the bill, to increase that
part in the recovery program by about
$1.5 million. We are cutting it by $1
million. I am thankful, and I want to
express my appreciation to Senator
HELMS in that particular provision.

Mr. President, I do not see the Sen-
ator here. I know it is with his ap-
proval that I ask unanimous consent
that the final clause in the amendment
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of the Senator which follows the word
‘‘program’’ be eliminated. That is, the
clause that says ‘‘and that the amount
appropriated under this paragraph
shall be reduced by $960,000.’’

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to
object, the Senator assures us this has
been agreed to by the sponsor?

Mr. CHAFEE. No question about
that, otherwise I would not be doing it.

Mr. GORTON. No objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment (No. 2309), as modi-

fied, is as follows:
On page 10, line 19, strike the word ‘‘Act.’’

and insert: ‘‘Act: Provided, That no monies
appropriated under this act shall be used to
implement and carry out the Red Wolf re-
introduction program.’’

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been
occupied across the hall, but I did have
the opportunity to speak to the senior
Senator from Rhode Island. I have to
say that I do not agree with this
amendment. I think that it sets a very
bad precedent for us to start
micromanaging what is going on in the
Interior Department.

We already have established a mora-
torium with further listing of endan-
gered species. Now we are coming in
here with line-specific legislation deal-
ing with a red wolf. I do not know
about the red wolf. I do not think most
people in this body know a great deal
about the red wolf. I think that most of
this body should agree we are not capa-
ble of legislating.

Because of the simple fact that one of
the Senators, for whatever reason, de-
cides he does not want something done
with a specific animal or specie of
plant in his State, he should not come
in here and legislate something to be
done or not done.

I think that we are legislating, of
course, on an appropriations bill. This
is a piecemeal approach, especially in
light of the work that Senator
KEMPTHORNE and I are engaged in to re-
authorize the Endangered Species Act.
On that matter, we have held five sub-
committee hearings. There are more
hearings scheduled for the recess a
week from today. There is one in Cas-
per, WY.

We intend to address the concerns of
private landowners. The President,
within the past 30 days, issued an Exec-
utive order that the Endangered Spe-
cies Act basically does not apply to a
private landowner owning less than 5
acres.

I just think this is wrong. I think it
is a wrong way to legislate. This Inte-
rior appropriations bill is an important
bill. I think this is wrong. I am not
going to go into a lot more detail other
than to say, Mr. President, that I move
to table the Helms amendment and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. GORTON. Could I inquire of the

Senator from New Mexico whether he

will be prepared to go to a vote on his
amendment after the disposition of
this vote?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am.
I ask unanimous consent that the

Senator from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE,
be listed as a cosponsor of my amend-
ment. I understand the yeas and nays
have been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me ask the Sen-
ator from Washington if it is appro-
priate to ask unanimous consent for 4
minutes in between to explain my
amendment; he could have 2.

Mr. GORTON. It is certainly OK.
Mr. BINGAMAN. I prefer that.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on the motion to table.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
absent because of illness in the family.

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 376 Leg.]
YEAS—50

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Chafee
Cohen
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford

Glenn
Graham
Gregg
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Sarbanes
Simon
Snowe
Specter
Wellstone

NAYS—48

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Coats
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole

Domenici
Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott

Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Packwood
Pressler
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Bradley Mack

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 2309), as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2310

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are now 4 minutes equally divided on
the Bingaman amendment.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I

want to take a minute and then defer
to the Senator from Washington, and
then take the last minute to make a
final plea for this amendment.

Mr. President, this amendment would
restore $126.6 million for Indian edu-
cation programs that are funded on a
competitive basis. The funds go to In-
dian tribes and Indian tribal organiza-
tions.

The bill, as it presently stands, con-
templates a 34-percent cut in these
funds for Indian education. I think that
is not a responsible course for us to fol-
low.

The amendment has an offset, which
essentially is a 2-percent reduction
across the board in all other accounts
covered by the bill. I know that is not
a good result in the eyes of many peo-
ple, but I do think that the priority of
this Senate should be to put in funds
for the education of our children and
particularly the Indian children of this
country who depend upon the Federal
Government for support.

I will yield 2 minutes to the Senator
from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this ac-
count represents no more than 10 per-
cent of all of the money which goes
into the education of Indian children.
The great bulk of this account goes to
school districts that educate Indian
children. But those Indian children al-
ready get a credit through impact aid
just as do other children on Federal
reservations and the like.

I wish to repeat, impact aid applies
to Indian children. This is over and
above impact aid. The impact aid budg-
et for this year is some five or six
times greater than the amount that is
included in this fund.

There is more than $470 million in
the Department of Education for In-
dian education. The BIA line in this
bill has more money for Indian edu-
cation than it does for the current
year, one of the tiny handful of pro-
grams that actually gets an increase.

And yet the Senator from New Mex-
ico will take money, significant
amounts of money from our National
Park System, from our cultural insti-
tutions, from our scientific institu-
tions, and ironically this cut will apply
to all of the other Indian programs
which were spoken of earlier today.
They will also lose. The amendment I
believe should be rejected.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me just conclude by saying that this
amendment goes to the funding which
is intended for tribes and tribal organi-
zations to assist in the education of
their own children. These are the only
funds anywhere in this bill or, as far as
I know, anywhere in any of the appro-
priations bills that are intended to em-
power tribes to assist in the education
of their own children.
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We give a lot of speeches about em-

powering people to do things. I think
this is a priority. I think we ought to
fund this. I regret that we are having
to reduce other accounts by 2 percent,
but this is a higher priority. I would
rather reduce those accounts 2 percent
than this funding level here, 34 percent,
which is what the present bill calls for.

Mr. President, I think the yeas and
nays have been requested already.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to table the Bingaman amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the Bingaman amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there

any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
absent because of illness in the family.

The result was announced—yeas 68,
nays 30, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 377 Leg.]

YEAS—68

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Brown
Bumpers
Byrd
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Exon
Faircloth
Ford
Frist
Glenn

Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatfield
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
McConnell

Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Nunn
Packwood
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—30

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bryan
Burns
Campbell
Conrad
Daschle

Domenici
Dorgan
Feingold
Feinstein
Harkin
Hatch
Heflin
Inhofe
Inouye
Kerrey

Kerry
Kyl
McCain
Murray
Nickles
Pell
Robb
Simon
Thomas
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—2

Bradley Mack

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 2310) was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion was agreed to, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter from

the Secretary of the Interior to Sen-
ator HATFIELD on the subject of the
Western Water Policy Review Commis-
sion be printed in the RECORD. This let-
ter relates to language included in the
Interior appropriations bill.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, DC, August 9, 1995.

Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S.

Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I want to convey to

you the Administration’s commitment to es-
tablish the Western Water Policy Review
Commission as called for in Public Law 102–
575 by the end of September 1995. The De-
partment will publish the Commission’s
Charter in the Federal Register by that date
and constitute the Commission.

I look forward to working with you and
other members of Congress on the important
work of this Commission.

Sincerely,
BRUCE BABBITT.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2311 THROUGH 2324, EN BLOC

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve at this point that we have no
more contested amendments. We do
have a few left that have not been com-
pletely cleared at this point. But in
order to facilitate progress, I will now
offer a series of amendments, en bloc,
that have been cleared and ask for
their immediate consideration:

An amendment, No. 2311, by Senator
BYRD on the use of AML funds;

An amendment, No. 2312, by Senator
CRAIG on Clearwater National Forest;

An amendment, No. 2313, by Senator
JEFFORDS on indemnity provisions
within the National Endowment for the
Arts;

An amendment, No. 2314, by Senator
KYL on the Indian arts and crafts
board;

An amendment, No. 2315, by Senator
MCCAIN on fossil energy research and
development;

An amendment, No. 2316, by Senator
SNOWE transferring National Park
Service funds from land acquisition to
the national recreation and preserva-
tion fund;

An amendment, No. 2317, by Senator
HUTCHISON on the NBS aerial surveys;

An amendment, No. 2318, by Senator
SPECTER on Kane Experimental Forest;

An amendment, No. 2319, by Senator
BAUCUS on Lolo National Forest;

An amendment, No. 2320, by Senator
DOMENICI on petroglyphs;

An amendment, No. 2321, by Senator
MURKOWSKI on Denali North access;

An amendment, No. 2322, by Senator
MURKOWSKI on stampede mine;

An amendment, No. 2323, by Senators
MCCONNELL and FORD on the Depart-
ment of Energy appliance standards;

An amendment, No. 2324, by Senator
LEAHY on stewardship incentives pro-
gram.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, all of these
amendments have been cleared on this
side of the aisle. I support the man-
ager’s request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-

TON] proposes amendments numbered 2311
through 2324, en bloc.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 2311

(Purpose: To clarify the availability of funds
for abandoned mine environmental res-
toration)
On page 30, line 17, before the period, insert

the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That funds
made available to States under title IV of
Public Law 95–87 may be used, at their dis-
cretion, for any required non-Federal share
of the cost of projects funded by the Federal
Government for the purpose of environ-
mental restoration related to treatment or
abatement of acid mine drainage from aban-
doned mines: Provided further, That such
projects must be consistent with the pur-
poses and priorities of the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2312

(Purpose: To provide that the adoption of an
amendment to the resource management
plan for the Clearwater National Forest
under section 314(c)(2) of the bill will sat-
isfy the requirement for revision referred
to in the Stipulation of Dismissal dated
September 13, 1993, relating to that na-
tional forest)
On page 118, between lines 2 and 3, insert

the following:
‘‘(7) On the signing of a record of decision

or equivalent document making an amend-
ment for the Clearwater National Forest
pursuant to paragraph (2), the requirement
for revision referred to in the Stipulation of
Dismissal dated September 13, 1993, applica-
ble to the Clearwater National Forest is
deemed to be satisfied, and the interim man-
agement direction provisions contained in
the Stipulation Dismissal shall be of no fur-
ther effect with respect to the Clearwater
National Forest.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2313

At the appropriate place (end of page 136)
add the following new section:

Public Law 94–158 is modified to extend the
scope of the Arts and Artifacts Indemnity
Act to include exhibitions originating in the
United States and touring the United States
for indemnification subject to the availabil-
ity of funds.

AMENDMENT NO. 2314

(Purpose: To provide for the continued oper-
ation of the Indian Arts and Crafts Board)
On page 31, line 15, strike ‘‘$997,221,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$997,534,000’’.
On page 31, line 16, after ‘‘which’’ insert

the following: ‘‘$962,000 shall be used for the
continued operation of the Indian Arts and
Crafts Board and an amount’’.

On page 43, line 1, strike ‘‘$58,109,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$57,796,000’’.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, this amend-
ment would add $313,000 to the budget
of the Indian Arts and Crafts Board at
the Department of the Interior, bring-
ing the total for the Board to $962,000
for the upcoming fiscal year. The fund-
ing would be offset by an equal reduc-
tion in the departmental management
account.

My amendment will ensure that a
small, but important arts agency, the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 12021August 9, 1995
Indian Arts and Crafts Board, can con-
tinue its operations. I want to make it
clear to my colleagues, however, that
even if the amendment is adopted, the
Arts and Crafts Board will take a 10-
percent cut from the current year
level—a 20-percent cut from the Presi-
dent’s budget request.

The work of the Indian Arts and
Crafts Board is about creating opportu-
nities for native American artisans,
particularly young people who must
decide whether to continue the histori-
cal and cultural traditions that are en-
tailed in Indian art and craftmaking.

The Board helps to foster such oppor-
tunities for native American artisans,
providing business advice and technical
assistance to Indian individuals and or-
ganizations; helping to identify new
markets for Indian craft businesses;
and promoting Indian art in Board mu-
seums as well as outside exhibitions.

The most important function of the
Board relates to implementation of the
Indian Arts and Crafts Act of 1990,
which directs the Board to assist na-
tive American artisans, tribes, or mar-
keting organizations in obtaining
trademarks for their products. Such
marks of genuineness—trademarks—
help develop markets for Indian prod-
ucts, as well as assure consumers that
the products they buy are indeed genu-
ine Indian. The act also establishes
stiff penalties for misrepresentation of
works as Indian produced when they
are not. The 1990 act represents a free
market approach to promoting eco-
nomic development in Indian country.

In a nutshell, the 1990 act gives the
Board authority to obtain trademarks
for Indian artisans and thus help them
distinguish their works in the market-
place. This also helps consumers deter-
mine genuineness. It strengthens
criminal penalties for violations—
counterfeiting of trademarks—and es-
tablishes new civil remedies against
those who misrepresent works as In-
dian produced when they are not. In
short, it cracks down on the fraud
which is siphoning off a significant
share of the market for native Amer-
ican artisans.

Prior to passage of the 1990 act, the
Commerce Department had estimated
that imported imitation Indian hand-
crafts were siphoning off 10 to 20 per-
cent from genuine Indian artisans’
markets. Commerce also found that
much of the counterfeit market was
made up of jewelry that undersold the
genuine articles made by craftsmen
such as the Navajo, Hopi, and Zuni, by
as much as 50 percent.

That is significant because, if Indian
artisans cannot make enough money
due to competition from cheap fakes,
they will abandon the arts, and rich
native American traditions will die out
as a result. Or, if they have to increase
productivity at the expense of time-
honored manufacturing techniques in
order to compete with imitation prod-
ucts, an important part of their herit-
age will be compromised and lost.

Mr. President, for many Native
Americans, their art is their sole
source of income. These are not
wealthy people. I met with one Navajo
couple, for example, whose ability to
produce more Navajo rugs was limited
by their inability to raise more sheep.
These people are struggling from day
to day to make ends meet.

I am not asking in our amendment
that Indian artisans get special treat-
ment. We’re proposing a funding level
that represents a 10-percent cut from
the fiscal year 1995 level. What I am
asking is that the Indian Arts and
Crafts Board be allowed to continue its
work promulgating the regulations to
implement and enforce the 1990 act; to
continue its work on behalf of native
American artisans.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2315

(Purpose: To provide that any new fossil en-
ergy research and development project
start shall be cost-shared with a private
entity)

On page 77, line 12, before the period, insert
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That any
new project start funded under this heading
shall be substantially cost-shared with a pri-
vate entity to the extent determined appro-
priate by the Secretary of Energy’’.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this
amendment would require that any
new starts in the area of coal, gas, or
oil research and development be cost
shared with private industry.

Mr. President, at a time that we are
cutting spending in programs across
the board in order to gain control over
the Federal budget, we must look very
critically at those activities under-
taken by the Federal Government
which could and should be funded by
private industry.

In fact, I believe we should not en-
gage in any new starts and that we
should consider very seriously turning
over research and development activi-
ties intended to benefit particular in-
dustries, to those industries. Until that
decision has been made, however, we
should at the very least require private
industry to put up a substantial cost
share for any new research activities
undertaken by the Department of En-
ergy.

I trust that my colleagues will agree
and that this amendment can be ac-
cepted.

AMENDMENT NO. 2316

(Purpose: To transfer certain funds from
land acquisition to national recreation and
preservation)

On page 18, line 17, strike ‘‘$38,051,000’’ and
insert ‘‘38,094,000.’’

On page 19, line 26, strike ‘‘$43,230,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$43,187,000.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2317

(Purpose: To protect citizens’ private
property rights)

On page 16, line 17, strike the word ‘‘sur-
veys’’ and insert the following: ‘‘surveys, in-
cluding new aerial surveys.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2318

(Purpose: To provide funds for the acquisi-
tion of subsurface rights in the Kane Ex-
perimental Forest)

On page 69, line 11, after ‘‘expended’’ insert
the following: ‘‘: Provided, That of the
amounts made available for acquisition man-
agement, $1,000,000 may be made available
for the purchase of subsurface rights in the
Kane Experimental Forest’’.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, my
amendment would provide $1 million to
the Forest Service for the acquisition
of subsurface oil and gas rights beneath
the Kane Experimental Forest to pro-
tect the vital research and experimen-
tation programs in the forest. I am ad-
vised that if these subsurface rights are
not purchased this year, the landowner
is likely to allow the commencement
of exploration for oil and gas under the
forest.

Located on the eastern boundary of
the Allegheny National Forest, the
1,737-acre Kane Experimental Forest is
the field headquarters of the Allegheny
Plateau Research Center of the U.S.
Forest Service’s Northeastern Forest
Experimental Station. This research
station has been a leader in the devel-
opment of Allegheny hardwood man-
agement techniques since the 1930’s.
Over the years, the Forest Service has
pursued an acquisition program of sub-
surface rights where important re-
search would be adversely impacted by
further oil and gas exploration. This
program of acquisition has now moved
to the Kane Experimental Forest,
where new extraction activities are
planned, some of which would likely
eviscerate the vital research and exper-
imental programs of the forest.

The Forest Service has requested a $1
million appropriation for fiscal year
1996 to allow the agency to purchase
the subsurface oil and gas rights be-
neath the Kane Experimental Forest.
These funds would allow the consolida-
tion of surface and subsurface rights
throughout the forest to continue
while protecting invaluable forest re-
search and data. This would also re-
duce the management costs that the
Forest Service currently incurs by hav-
ing to monitor the extraction activi-
ties in the Kane Forest.

Mr. President, I would note that my
amendment makes these funds avail-
able for the purchase of these sub-
surface rights, but leaves the decision
to the discretion of the Forest Service.

I urge the adoption of my amend-
ment and yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 2319

(Purpose: To provide that $275,000 shall be
made available from the cash equalization
account in the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund for the acquisition of Mt. Jumbo
in the Lolo National Forest, Montana)

On page 69, line 11, insert ‘‘, of which
$275,000 may be made available from the cash
equalization account for the acquisition of
Mt. Jumbo in the Lolo Natonal Forest, Mon-
tana’’ before the period.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2320

(Purpose: To provide additional funding for
the National Park Service land acquisition
program)
On page 19, line 26, strike ‘‘$43,230,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$45,230,000.
On page 2, line 11, strike ‘‘$565,936,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$563,936,000.
On page 3, line 5, strike ‘‘$565,936,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$563,936,000.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment to provide $2 million to
continue the acquisition of land at the
Petroglyphs National Monument in Al-
buquerque, NM.

I offer this amendment today because
these ancient Indian rock carvings con-
tinue to be directly threatened by de-
velopment and urban encroachment.

The distinguished chairman and
ranking member have done their best
to address land acquisition require-
ments. The subcommittee has focused
its efforts on acquisitions wherein
funding will complete the Federal Gov-
ernment’s obligation for land purchase.

While the $2 million in this amend-
ment will not complete acquisition at
the Petroglyphs National Monument,
it will ensure that we continue our
commitment to the landowners within
the boundaries of the monument.

Many of these landowners have an-
nounced their intention to develop
their property if no funding is made
available to purchase their property
next year. Several landowners have
begun breaking ground on their prop-
erty.

These landowners have worked in
good faith with the city of Albuquer-
que, the National Park Service, and
the Congress during the establishment
of this monument, expecting to be
compensated within a reasonable time.

Mr. President, the Petroglyphs Na-
tional Monument stretches for more
than 17 miles across Albuquerque’s
west side. Only 800 acres remain to be
purchased within the boundaries of the
monument. This $2 million will pur-
chase property in the southern portion
of the monument, most of which be-
longs to Westland Development.

Mr. Chairman, to ensure that the
overall bill remains within the sub-
committee’s 602(b) allocation, I am
fully offsetting this amendment by re-
ducing by $2 million the Bureau of
Land Management automated land and
minerals records system. This fully off-
sets the outlays needed for the amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2321

(Purpose: To direct the National Park Serv-
ice to conduct, within existing funds, a
Feasibility Study to evaluate proposals for
a northern access route into Denali Na-
tional Park and Preserve)
At the appropriate place in the bill insert

the following section:
SEC. . The National Park Service shall,

within existing funds, conduct a Feasibility
Study for a northern access route into
Denali National Park and Preserve in Alas-
ka, to be completed within one year of the
enactment of this Act and submitted to the
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources and the House Committee on Re-
sources. The Feasibility Study shall ensure

that resource impacts from any plan to cre-
ate such access route are evaluated with ac-
curate information and according to a proc-
ess that takes into consideration park val-
ues, visitor needs, a full range of alter-
natives, the viewpoints of all interested par-
ties, including the tourism industry and the
State of Alaska, and potential needs for com-
pliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act. The Study shall also address the
time required for development of alter-
natives and identify all associated costs.

The Feasibility Study shall be conducted
solely by National Park Service planning
personnel permanently assigned to National
Park Service offices located in the State of
Alaska in consultation with the State of
Alaska Department of Transportation.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
Denali National Park and Preserve is
one of the Nation’s most magnificent
of natural resources. The park exempli-
fies Alaska’s character as one of the
world’s last great frontiers for adven-
ture. Every year, the park instills awe
into the thousands of visitors who are
lucky enough to see it.

Unfortunately, few ever have the op-
portunity to enter the park. The 1994
visitor season brought 490,149 visitors
to the entrance of the park, only 241,995
of which were allowed to proceed past
the entrance check point. The other
249,154 visitors were turned away. In
other words Mr. President, 51 percent
of the visitors intending to visit Denali
National Park were not allowed to set
foot in the grandeur of this 6 million
acre park.

To some, 6 million acres may not
sound like a significant piece of real
estate, but once you realize that the
park is equivalent in size of the State
of Maryland, and that within this vast
area there is only one 90-mile gravel
road to accommodate a very limited
number of park visitors, you can begin
to realize some of my frustration with
the management practices of the Na-
tional Park Service.

The National Park Service sees noth-
ing wrong with operating a park the
size of the State of Maryland in a way
that keeps the majority of visitors out
of ‘‘their’’ park. Those fortunate
enough to get past the entrance check
point, complete with an armed guard,
who I affectionately refer to as ‘‘check
point Charley,’’ the average park visi-
tor is then confined to the narrow cor-
ridor of one gravel roadway, the length
of which is less than a round trip from
Washington to Baltimore.

I find this whole concept to be a
fraud on the park visitor. The visitor
in this case is bused 90 miles down a
dusty road and then afforded the oppor-
tunity to return to ‘‘check point Char-
ley’’ by exactly the same route. Thank-
fully, the NPS does not charge extra
for this double look at the resource.

From a park management standpoint
it makes little sense to crowd every
visitor onto one length of existing
roadway in a 6-million-acre park. The
Park Service is now complaining that
visitors are causing some compaction
of soils along the side of the existing
corridor. Now that is what I call a sci-
entific discovery. It proves that there

is some intelligent life within the Serv-
ice. Someone has actually noticed that
if you confine most of your visitors to
a single pathway, eventually some soil
compaction will take place. Mr. Presi-
dent, great strides are being taken
here. Unfortunately, we are going the
wrong way.

There is little movement to accom-
modate the increasing number of park
visitors, only warnings that increased
visitation will damage every singe acre
of the 6-million-acre park.

Mr. President, from the very begin-
ning, the national park equation in-
cluded the accommodation of visitors.
It is apparent that visitors are becom-
ing less important in the park manage-
ment scheme. It is high time that we
balance the national park equation
again by reestablishing visitors as im-
portant and desirable components of
the system.

Mr. President, my amendment will
assist the National Park Service in ful-
filling their mandate: it will encourage
the accommodation of park visitors.
When enacted, my amendment would
direct the Service to accomplish a fea-
sibility study on a second access road
into Denali National Park using a
northern route which would carefully
avoid any designated wilderness and
would have little impact on the envi-
ronment.

Mr. President, in all fairness, the Na-
tional Park Service is looking at a
southern location from which visitors
will at least be able to see the moun-
tain. The proposal calls for a visitors’
site to be located on adjacent State
land. But you may be certain that the
road will stop at the park boundary.
God forbid that anyone would let addi-
tional park visitors actually visit a
park.

The visitor needs access, moreover,
the visitors want access. Mr. President,
imagine how disappointed you and
your family would be, if after you had
traveled thousands of miles to see the
great vistas of Denali and Mount
McKinley, ‘‘check point Charley’’ told
you there was no room in the 6-million-
acre park. I doubt that you would be
overjoyed. Last year it happened to 51
percent of the visitors.

Mr. President, it is far more intel-
ligent to provide additional access by a
well planned alternative route than to
continue turning away thousands of
visitors and managing the rest in a
way that results in damage to Denali’s
resources.

This amendment does not construct a
highway, it only studies an alternative
solution to accommodate park visitors.
My amendment would require the Na-
tional Park Service to complete a fea-
sibility study, within available park
funds.

The study would evaluate current
proposals for a northern access route.
It would ensure that the resource im-
pacts from any plan to create a new ac-
cess route are evaluated with accurate
information and in a process that con-
siders park values, visitor needs, a full
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range of alternatives, the viewpoints of
all interested parties, including the
tourist industry and the State of Alas-
ka, and potential needs for compliance
with the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act.

The study would also address the
time required for development and all
associated costs.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2322

(Purpose: Within existing park funds to pro-
vide design and construction drawings for
the replacement of buildings accidentally
destroyed by the National Park Service,
and for other purposes)
At the appropriate place in the bill insert

the following section:
SEC. . Consistent with existing law and

policy, the National Park Service shall,
within the funds provided by this Act, at the
request of the University of Alaska Fair-
banks, enter into negotiations regarding a
memorandum of understanding for the con-
tinued use of the Stampede Creek Mine prop-
erty consistent with the length and terms of
prior memoranda of understanding between
the National Park Service and the Univer-
sity of Alaska Fairbanks: Provided, That
within the funds provided, the National Park
Service shall undertake an assessment of
damage and provide the appropriate commit-
tees of the Senate and House of Representa-
tives, no later than May 1, 1996, cost esti-
mates for the reconstruction of those facili-
ties and equipment which were damaged or
destroyed as a result of the incident that oc-
curred on April 30, 1987 at Stampede Creek
within the boundaries of Denali National
Park and Preserve: Provided further, That the
National Park Service shall work with the
University of Alaska Fairbanks to winterize
equipment and materials, located on the
Stampede Creek mine property in Denali Na-
tional Park, exposed to the environment as a
result of the April 30, 1987 incident.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in
1987 an explosion rocked a mine in a re-
mote region of Denali National Park
and Preserve.

Newspaper reports were sketchy; few
individuals could have read between
the lines to realize that a man’s life
work was involved, that the U.S. Army,
the University of Alaska, and the Na-
tional Park Service were interested
parties, and that no one was willing to
accept blame.

Mr. President, the very short version
of this story is that the National Park
Service illegally took private property,
and blew it up and in the process vio-
lated a number of environmental laws
as well as the provisions of the Historic
Preservation Act.

The Stampede Creek mine is 115 air
miles southwest of Fairbanks, located
in the Kantishna Hills region of Denali
National Park and Preserve.

As early as 1915, the site was mined
for antimony, a high-priced metal used
for alloys and medicine. In 1942, Earl R.
Pilgrim purchased the claims and
under his hands-on direction the mine
continued to operate and ship anti-
mony until 1972. At one time, the mine
was the second largest producer of an-
timony in the United States.

Located in an isolated section of the
park preserve, The Stampede mine was

found to be eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places on
June 20, 1989. Today the mine site con-
tains, or excuse me, did contain several
historic structures. The site is rich in
equipment, machinery, tools, and the
myriad objects that make up the stuff
of a mining camp. Many of these items
are unique to Pilgrim’s operation and
reflect his own inventiveness and me-
chanical skills.

In 1979, Stampede Mines LTD. en-
tered into negotiations with the Na-
tional Park Service and the University
of Alaska. As a result of those negotia-
tions the mining company made a do-
nation to the National Park Service of
the surface rights including road access
from the airstrip, the historic build-
ings, water rights, and stream banks.

It was thought at the time that the
National Park Service possessed the
wherewithal to better maintain and
protect the valuable historic struc-
tures. Unfortunately, history would
record that there was little merit to
this line of thinking.

At the same time, the University of
Alaska Fairbanks, School of Mineral
Engineering was donated all the min-
eral rights, mining equipment and fix-
tures with mineral development re-
strictions for the education of stu-
dents.

Mr. President, the mineral develop-
ment restrictions included provisions
which allowed for only educational use
of the mineral estate. No commercial
mining would be allowed, only small-
scale educational mining, and even
though the buildings, roads, trails, and
air strip were owned by the Park Serv-
ice, the university would be responsible
for maintaining them.

The school of Mineral Engineering
was most pleased with the arrange-
ment and looked forward to providing
their mining students a unique oppor-
tunity to learn first hand about past
and present day mining operations and
equipment. Given the chance, they
would like the opportunity to conduct
such an educational program in the fu-
ture.

The educational program is consist-
ent with the intent of the university’s
receipt of the property. The School of
Mineral Engineering has developed a
meaningful program that provides in-
struction-investigation about environ-
mentally sound mineral exploration
and mining techniques in a sensitive
natural environment—as well as study-
ing the geology, biology, and ecology of
the area, and studying the historical
aspects of Mr. Pilgrim’s mine.

The program has already helped the
mineral industry develop methods to
explore for and develop minerals on
lands located in sensitive areas
throughout Alaska, even on land con-
trolled by the Department of the Inte-
rior.

Mr. President, it was to be an abso-
lute win for the National Park Service
and a win in the field of education for
the university. No one in their worst
nightmares, would have believed that

the National Park Service could blow
this opportunity.

During 1986 to 1987 National Park
Service personnel conducted field in-
spections of old mining sites located on
their lands for the purposes of identify-
ing potentially contaminated sites and
hazardous conditions.

Toward the end of July 1986, the
Stampede Creek site was examined.
The inspectors recommended imme-
diate action to examine the safety of
old blasting caps and chemicals at the
site. Before taking any action, the in-
spectors recommended that the owner-
ship issue be resolved. In other words,
someone actually considered private
property. The matter was treated as se-
rious, but not as an emergency or life-
threatening situation. Nothing further
occurred for 8 months.

Subsequently, National Park Service
personnel and members of the U.S.
Army’s Explosive Ordinance Detona-
tion Team arrived, unannounced, at
the Stampede Mine site and on April
30, 1987 changed the configuration of
the mine site and its historic struc-
tures.

Mr. President, they moved 4,000
pounds of ammonium nitrate—private
property of the University—and placed
it on top of the still frozen Stampede
Creek. Ammonium nitrate may sound
dangerous but in its packaged state it
is nothing more than common fer-
tilizer.

They piled 4,000 pounds of fertilizer
on top of the creek and added several
half gallon bottles of acid—more pri-
vate property which they retrieved
from the assay lab. Finally they added
45 points of high explosives—set the
charge and left the area.

When the smoke cleared and all of
the debris fell back to Earth, they
found the explosion left a crater 28 feet
wide and 8 feet deep in the creek. There
was also a noticeable change in the
mining site.

Mr. President, this is a picture of the
Stampede Mine site prior to the arrival
of the National Park Service. This is a
picture of the mill upon their return to
see if they had gotten rid of the fer-
tilizer and chemicals.

In addition to the mine entrance and
mill, damage occurred to other build-
ings, trees, landscape, and stream bed.
The bombing also blew up a 5,000 ton
tailings pile which, by using USGS
records for the current price of metals,
would be worth approximately $600,000
in place. Unfortunately the heavy met-
als of the tailings pile were last seen
moving from the site and being scat-
tered throughout the environment by
the force of the blast.

One of the most telling reports con-
cerning this debacle is from the U.S.
Army incident report No. 176–23–87
which stated that the NPS personnel
were aware that detonation would re-
sult in damage to the surrounding
buildings and according to Sergeant
Seutter ‘‘at no time was it relayed to
me that damage—was unacceptable.’’

Mr. President, violations of the law
are clear. There are violations of the
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Clean Water Act, the Historic Preser-
vation Act, Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act involving wetlands, not to
mention the taking and destruction of
private property.

Further, since the explosion, approxi-
mately $2 million worth of mining
equipment—some historic—has been
damaged or destroyed due to exposure
to inclement weather and the normal
Alaska freeze and thaw cycles.

What I find equally outrageous is the
fact that no one from the National
Park Service has said ‘‘I am sorry.’’

Mr. President, my amendment does
not attempt to rectify all the wrong
that has been done. My amendment
would direct the Park Service to issue
a 10 year special use permit to the Uni-
versity of Alaska so that they may
continue their worthwhile education
program with some assurance of pro-
gram continuity and to insure that the
$20,000 they have invested and other
monies they continue to invest will not
be lost or be spent in vain.

My amendment also directs the Park
Service, within appropriated park
funds, to provide appropriate commit-
tees with cost estimates for the repair
and or restoration of buildings and
equipment damaged or destroyed by
the National Park Service in this un-
fortunate incident, and to provide tem-
porary shelter on site for any equip-
ment and materials now exposed to the
weather on the site.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 2323

(Purpose: An amendment in regard to the
Department of Energy Code and Standards
Program)
On page 128, strike section 320, and insert

the following: ‘‘None of the funds made
available in this Act shall be used by the De-
partment of Energy in implementing the
Codes and Standards Program to propose,
issue, or prescribe any new or amended
standard: Provided, That this section shall
expire on September 30, 1996: Provided, That
nothing in this section shall preclude the
Federal Government from promulgating
rules concerning energy efficiency standards
for the construction of new federally owned
commercial and residential buildings.’’.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just
a couple weeks ago on this floor, we
had an extensive debate on the issue of
regulatory reform. A lot of amend-
ments were offered, a lot of work was
done, and a great many speeches were
delivered—but in the end, nothing was
delivered to the American people.

It became clear that the only regu-
latory reform that would be allowed to
pass would be something so watered
down that it was hardly worth passing
at all. And the leadership wisely de-
cided to pull the bill down.

Because of that, however, Americans
today remain vulnerable to overzeal-
ous, overreaching Federal regulators.
Consumers, businesses, and volunteer
organizations are the easy prey of ag-
gressive bureaucrats—who take the
laws that we pass and twist them into

absurd, extreme restrictions that im-
pact the lives of everyday Americans.

The amendment I am offering today
addresses one such instance of over-
reaching regulation. It is, if you will, a
minor skirmish in the regulatory re-
form war. But in the balance are con-
sumers’ pocketbooks, as well as a huge
number of jobs—in my State, and in
many others as well.

Specifically, my amendment would
put a 1-year moratorium on so-called
energy efficiency regulations that the
Department of Energy is preparing to
issue under its Codes and Standards
Program.

Now, let me make it very clear that
my amendment is not hostile to the
laudable goal of energy efficiency. Nor
is it intended to shut down the regu-
latory process under DOE’s Codes and
Standards Program. No one disputes
the fact the energy efficiency is impor-
tant; or that DOE has played a key role
in encouraging companies and products
to be more energy efficient.

Nevertheless, as has happened all too
often in the regulatory arena, DOE is
on the brink of adopting new rules that
would have tremendously adverse con-
sequences on consumers and workers
alike.

My amendment does not repeal the
proposed regulations. Nor does it affect
the enforcement of any existing energy
efficiency regulations. What it does is
impose a 1-year moratorium on the
DOE ability to propose, issue or pre-
scribe any new regulations under the
Codes and Standards Program, so that
both their impact and their relative
benefit can be better assessed.

I want to be quite clear on this point.
My amendment would not affect en-

ergy efficiency labeling of products.
Consumers could continue to make
well-informed choices about the rel-
ative energy consumption of various
household appliances.

Further, DOE could continue to test
products and measure their energy effi-
ciency. All my amendment does is call
a timeout in the middle of a regulatory
process that is about to become horren-
dously burdensome for thousands of
workers and millions of consumers.

If we do not pass this amendment,
and the proposed DOE regulations are
adopted, consumers will see their range
of choices sharply limited—almost to
the point of a legalized monopoly—and
workers could see their plants shut
down, almost overnight.

I should point out that the bill before
us recognizes the seriousness of this
problem by including a moratorium on
enforcement of these regulations—but
just for one product alone: fluorescent
lamp ballasts. I agree that these regu-
lations pose a serious threat to fluores-
cent lamp ballasts, but the problem is
clearly much broader than that.

The new standards proposed by DOE
would affect refrigerators, air-condi-
tioning units, water heaters, pool heat-
ers, and mobile home furnaces. Other
products, like freezers, washing ma-
chines, clothes dryers, dishwashers,

and electric motors, could also be hit
hard by DOE regulations that are now
under consideration.

Companies that make these basic
household appliances are facing enor-
mous costs because of the new stand-
ards. Manufacturing processes and
product designs will have to be dras-
tically altered. In some cases, entire
product lines will simply be abandoned,
and the employees who make them will
be dumped out on the streets.

Moreover, consumers who rely on
these kinds of basic household appli-
ances will face a drastic reduction in
choice, along with steep increases in
price, as manufacturers scramble to
meet the new standards coming out of
Washington.

This is an all-too-common tale of
regulation gone wild: overzealous bu-
reaucrats, proposing pie-in-the-sky re-
strictions, which inflict heavy costs on
American families who struggle to
make ends meet.

Once again, the Federal regulatory
apparatus is poised to disrupt a broad
range of industries, and pass the costs
on to middle-class consumers.

My amendment would give Congress
the breathing room it needs to study
the regulations, analyze their impact,
and suggest alternatives that meet the
goal of energy efficiency without
threatening jobs or ratcheting up the
price tag for basic household appli-
ances.

I am pleased that the chairman of
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, Senator MURKOWSKI, has
endorsed in a letter the approach taken
by my amendment. In my view, the En-
ergy Committee is best equipped to re-
view the matter and recommend
changes that are needed. I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator MURKOW-
SKI’s letter on this subject be made
part of the record.

I would also like to point out that
the House, by a vote of 261 to 165, ap-
proved language that is virtually iden-
tical to what I am proposing now.

But ultimately, what matters to me
is not what the House did or anything
else: it is what the DOE regulations
will do to thousands of employees in
my home State, many of whom will
lose their jobs at some point because of
some bureaucratic decision made in
Washington.

For example, the General Electric
plant in Louisville is the largest sin-
gle-site employer in my State.

I’m proud to say that the hard-work-
ing employees at the G.E. plant turn
out some of the highest quality home
appliances in the world. In fact, it’s
likely that just about everyone in this
body—and most everyone watching C–
SPAN today—has at one point or an-
other owned a high quality home appli-
ance that was made at G.E. in Louis-
ville.

What do these pending Federal regu-
lations mean to the workers at the
G.E. plant?

The new energy efficiency stand-
ards—just for refrigerators—will cost
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the company $187 million, and that’s
only in the short term.

Possible new standards for clothes
washers could force G.E. to shut down
a brandnew $100 million facility, and
hand out pink slips to up to 2,000 em-
ployees who work there.

Here we’re trying to encourage in-
vestment and job creation—and these
regulations could force a Kentucky
plant to close down a state-of-the-art
manufacturing operation and let go of
thousands of employees.

All because some bureaucrats in
Washington are designing their perfect
world for the rest of the country to fol-
low.

Similar effects will be felt by other
players in the home appliance indus-
try, across the country. Ask the work-
ers in your State who manufacture
home appliances. They will tell you
that these regulations are economic
poison in their industry.

In fact, there’s only one manufac-
turer who supports these regulations;
and not surprisingly, that one manu-
facturer is uniquely positioned to bene-
fit from the regulations that this
amendment seeks to delay.

It so happens that this one manufac-
turer already holds a 50-percent share
in the clothes washer market.

But apparently, that is not enough.
So what this one company hopes to do
is use the Federal regulatory system to
drive its competitors out of business.

It conveniently turns out that this
company is the only one that makes a
certain kind of clothes washer which
some Federal bureaucrat likes. All
other companies will have to radically
change the way they make clothes
washers, just to stay in the game.

Mr. President, Federal regulators
should not be in the business of picking
winners and losers in the clothes wash-
er industry.

Buyers of clothes washers should not
have their purchasing decisions made
for them by Washington bureaucrats.

And Congress should not be sanction-
ing a proposed regulatory structure
that in effect creates a legalized mo-
nopoly. Don’t take my word for it; lis-
ten to the Assistant Attorney General
for Antitrust Enforcement, Anne
Bingaman. She wrote a letter to DOE
concerning the anticompetitive effect
these regulations would be likely to
have on the marketplace.

In her letter, dated September 16,
1994, Ms. Bingaman said:

For television sets, fluorescent lamp bal-
lasts, and professional style or high end
kitchen ranges, it is the Department’s judg-
ment based on the available evidence that
significant anticompetitive effects are likely
to occur.

In other words, these regulations are
bad news for consumers—for American
families.

The letter from Assistant Attorney
General Anne Bingaman goes on to
warn DOE of the negative impact this
rulemaking would have on market
competition, as well as on individual
product lines.

Remarkably, DOE did nothing in re-
sponse to this devastating assessment
of its proposal. In fact, it was not until
the House flatly suspended DOE’s regu-
latory authority in this area that the
agency finally acted.

Nevertheless, DOE’s response was
simply to terminate its rulemaking on
television sets—an obviously weak half
measure. None of the other pending
regulations criticized by the Assistant
Attorney General were suspended.

Mr. President, many appliance manu-
facturers are facing the second or third
round of reregulation by DOE.

Each of these new sets of regulations
imposes additional costs, which are di-
rectly paid by hard-working American
families.

Sometimes, when the regulatory bur-
den is too great, the company just
abandons the product line altogether,
and employees are sent home to look
for other jobs.

This is no way to regulate. We need a
timeout with regard to these pending
regulations, to give Congress the time
to take a good, hard look at how DOE
has been regulating this segment of our
economy.

As I said earlier, I have a letter from
Senator MURKOWSKI, chairman of the
Energy Committee, requesting that his
committee be given the opportunity to
evaluate the proposed standards.

Let’s give the committee that oppor-
tunity, and try to restore some sanity
to the regulatory process—at least in
this one instance.

In closing, I want to remind everyone
that no ground whatsoever would be
lost by adopting my amendment. It
does not invalidate any current energy
efficiency regulations; it does not turn
the clock back; it only looks toward
the future.

The energy efficiency regulatory
process has gotten off track, and it is
time to get it back on the rails—before
jobs are lost, competition is restricted,
and basic consumer products are
banned.

I want to thank all of my colleagues
who have cosponsored this amendment:
Senators FORD, HARKIN, GRASSLEY,
MURKOWSKI, LOTT, HUTCHISON, and
GRAMM.

And I hope we can come together and
at least put a 1-year moratorium on
regulations that have gone in a ter-
ribly wrong direction.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have
cosponsored the McConnell amend-
ment. The amendment allows the DOE
to do the planning work necessary to
develop energy efficiency standards.
But, it does not allow the Department
to issue a rule or a notice of proposed
rulemaking. I am a strong supporter of
solid energy standards. But, I have be-
come aware of some real concerns
about how the Department of Energy is
implementing the law in this area.

The Department is supposed to con-
sider the initial and lifetime cost of ap-
pliances under these standards. And,
the Department is supposed to consider
the impact of new standards on the

manufacturers. But, apparently, while
they may be looking at those ques-
tions, DOE is not giving them the
weight that I believe they should be
given.

When we look at a family with $25,000
or $35,000 a year, the cost of an extra
$200 for an appliance is significant. For
someone who needs a new furnace in an
old home, if only very high-efficiency
furnaces are available, we need to not
only look at the cost of the furnace,
one also needs to consider the retro-
fitting costs for the flue that can be
very considerable.

I am also concerned about a reduc-
tion in the number of companies mak-
ing various types of appliances. As the
cost of adjusting manufacturing plants
costs to meet higher energy standards
rises, the number of models of appli-
ances may be reduced. That reduces
competition and costs existing jobs.
But, those costs can be mitigated.
There are numerous ways that stronger
energy standards can be promulgated
in ways that will limit the cost of facil-
ity modifications and the effective ob-
solescence of existing facilities. Unfor-
tunately, the models that the Depart-
ment uses to attempt to figure out the
impact of the effects of their rules on
manufacturers, looks at an average
manufacturer. Their analysis of the av-
erage company may be correct. But,
smaller companies can and are very ad-
versely impacted.

My State of Iowa has a number of
quality appliance manufacturers who
are relatively small compared to those
that have the largest market share for
specific appliances. They provide qual-
ity products and alternatives to con-
sumers. They are the major employers
in their communities where they are
very good corporate citizens providing
quality jobs.

And, many of them are noted for
being leaders in energy-efficiency-of-
fering appliances that are well ahead of
what the energy-efficiency rules re-
quire. In spite of their leadership, they
could be very adversely impacted if
their concerns are not considered by
new energy rules under consideration.

Originally, there was a legislative
proposal to completely stop work to-
ward improved standards. And, the
House did agree with an amendment of
that type. I had real concerns about
that. The revised version of the amend-
ment does allow DOE to do consider-
able work toward the development of
new energy standards. That change al-
lows them to proceed after the coming
fiscal year with less than a year’s lost
time. And, I am hopeful that adjust-
ments will be made that will allow us
to proceed without further delay.

I hope that my concerns can be ad-
dressed during the coming fiscal year
through improvements in the authoriz-
ing law or through improved proce-
dures at the Department.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to cosponsor and support the
McConnell amendment. This amend-
ment establishes a 1-year moratorium
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on new standard-setting rulemakings
by the Department of Energy.

This amendment is necessary to
maintain the competitive nature of the
U.S. appliance industry, which includes
home appliances as well as heating and
air-conditioning equipment.

New energy standards would threaten
the viability of several U.S. manufac-
turers of appliances, including at least
four in my State.

A 1-year moratorium will allow the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee to review DOE’s energy-effi-
ciency standards program to determine
what impacts these standards are hav-
ing on competition, and on the con-
sumers of these products.

Senator MURKOWSKI, the distin-
guished chairman of the Energy Com-
mittee, has already indicated his sup-
port for the moratorium and his will-
ingness to conduct such a review.

Mr. President, I will just take a mo-
ment to highlight a few of the effects
that new standard requirements will
have on both the industry and the
American consumer.

Energy standards currently exist for
all major appliances. For example,
manufacturers must meet these stand-
ards on such products as dishwashers,
refrigerators, laundry machines, and
heating and air-conditioning units.

The Department of Energy reviews
the standards periodically and most
products are already being considered
for their second set of standards since
1990; some face their third set of stand-
ards during this period.

So these products already operate at
a very high level of efficiency. If the
DOE continues to increase these stand-
ards, many companies will be crippled
by the burden of the capital invest-
ment necessary to meet additional
standards.

Furthermore, these companies will
be unable to invest in other product in-
novations which are absolutely vital
for maintaining their competitiveness,
both in the United States and in the
global marketplace.

If further capital investment is re-
quired, it is likely that most of the
cost will be passed on to the consumer
in the form of higher prices for appli-
ances.

Furthermore, companies will be
forced to discontinue certain models
and brands because they are no longer
cost-effective to produce. So consumers
will have fewer products to choose
from and the products that are avail-
able will cost more.

We need to call a time out, take a
step back, and consider whether all of
this is necessary. This amendment al-
lows Congress the opportunity to do
just that.

Mr. President, it is also important to
note exactly what this amendment will
not do. This amendment will not affect
existing energy standards in any way.
This amendment will not alter the ex-
isting energy labeling program, which
enables consumers to compare compet-
ing brands of appliances. And this

amendment will not undermine the en-
ergy savings already achieved in these
products.

Finally, Mr. President, this amend-
ment protects the consumer’s ability
to purchase energy-efficient appliances
at a competitive price.

For all these reasons, Mr. President,
I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2324

(Purpose: To provide funding for cooperative
lands fire management and to increase
funding for the stewardship incentive pro-
gram, with an offset)
On page 66, lines 3 and 4, strike

‘‘$128,294,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by law’’ and insert
‘‘$136,794,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by law, of which not
less than $16,100,000 shall be made available
for cooperative lands fire management and
not less than $7,500,000 shall be made avail-
able for the stewardship incentive program’’.

On page 66, line 15, strike ‘‘$1,256,043,000’’
and insert ‘‘$1,247,543,000’’.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have an
amendment that I would like to intro-
duce for myself and Senators BURNS,
CRAIG, JEFFORDS, MURRAY, LAUTEN-
BERG, BOND, MCCONNELL, LIEBERMAN,
SNOWE, and COHEN. It has the support
of many Senators from both sides of
the aisle.

Mr. President, I am disappointed by
the move to eliminate one of the few fi-
nancial incentives we have to help pri-
vate landowners do the right thing for
conservation—the Stewardship Incen-
tives Program.

The Stewardship Incentives Program
was created in the 1990 farm bill with
broad bipartisan support to help forest
owners improve wildlife habitat, pro-
tect water quality, improve forest
management, and develop recreation
opportunities.

Every Endangered Species Reform
Act being considered by this Congress
includes language to establish a pro-
gram like the Stewardship Incentives
Program. We need to put our money
where our mouth is. If we are serious
about moving from a regulatory con-
servation approach to a voluntary ap-
proach, we have to fund the voluntary
programs we have on the books.

We know that landowners cannot al-
ways pay their property taxes by man-
aging their land specially for wildlife
and water quality. The Stewardship In-
centives Program helps private land-
owners do the right thing with a non-
regulatory, cost-incentive, State-grant
program.

The amendment also includes fund-
ing for volunteer fire departments
which are essential organizations to
rural communities throughout the
country. These organizations are often
the first to respond to common kitchen
fires and dangerous forest fires.

This amendment is supported by the
National Association of State For-
esters, the Izaak Walton League, the
National Association of Conservation
Districts, The Nature Conservancy, the
Northern Forest Alliance, the Amer-
ican Forest & Paper Association, the

International Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies, the National Volun-
teer Fire Council, and many others.

Mr. President, this amendment has
broad support on both sides of the aisle
and broad support across the entire
natural resource community. My staff
has worked with the committee staff
and the Forest Service to identify off-
sets. I hope the Senate can accept this
amendment expeditiously given its
broad base of support.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by my colleague from
Vermont. The amendment restores
funding for the Forestry Stewardship
Incentives Program [SIP]. Landowners
who sign up for the Forest Stewardship
Program are often new to the practice
of forest management, the cost-share
components assists them in making
land more productive more rapidly.

The SIP was designed to assist
nonindustrial private landowners in
implementing good management prac-
tices. Recent surveys indicate over 9
million private nonindustrial land-
owners; by contrast, the Nation has
only over 2 million farmers. In Ken-
tucky, we have over 300,000 private
landowners who have over 10.9 million
acres of forest land to manage.

This amendment preserves one of the
only nonregulatory Federal programs
in existence for nonindustrial private
forest landowners.

The Kentucky Stewardship Incentive
Program is a very successful program.
It is a cooperative effort of Kentucky’s
environmental community. The cost
share assistance helps private land-
owners in implementing a forest stew-
ardship plan on rural land with exist-
ing tree cover and other lands includ-
ing cropland, pasture land, surface
mined land.

The Kentucky Stewardship Incentive
Program:

Encourages private forest landowners
to manage their forest lands for eco-
nomic, environmental, and social bene-
fits;

Complements and expands other for-
estry assistance programs;

Gives priority to tree planting, tree
maintenance, and tree improvement
practices;

Increases the quality and quantity of
Kentucky’s timber resources, and

Maintains and improves the habitat
for a diverse mixture of native wildlife.

This is an extremely beneficial pro-
gram that helps private forest land-
owners provide better land manage-
ment and improve our natural re-
sources.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments.

The amendments (No. 2311 through
2324) were agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. President, a few more are in the
process of being cleared.
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I suggest the absence of a quorum

until they are ready.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
VITIATION OF ACTION ON AMENDMENTS NOS. 2318,

2319, AND 2320

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I made
a mistake on three of the amendments
I just had agreed to that do not at this
point have unanimous consent to
adopt.

I ask unanimous consent that action
on the amendments proposed by Sen-
ators BAUCUS, DOMENICI, and SPECTER
be vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2325

(Purpose: To reduce the energy costs of Fed-
eral facilities for which funds are made
available under this Act)
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside pending amendments?

Mr. GORTON. Yes, I ask unanimous
consent to set aside the pending
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-

TON] for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2325.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. . ENERGY SAVINGS AT FEDERAL FACILI-

TIES.
(a) REDUCTION IN FACILITIES ENERGY

COSTS.—The head of each agency for which
funds are made available under this Act shall
take all actions necessary to achieve during
fiscal year 1996 a 5 percent reduction, from
fiscal year 1995 levels, in the energy costs of
the facilities used by the agency.

(b) USE OF COST SAVINGS.—An amount
equal to the amount of cost savings realized
by an agency under subsection (a) shall re-
main available for obligation through the
end of fiscal year 1997, without further au-
thorization or appropriation, as follows:

(1) CONSERVATION MEASURES.—Fifty per-
cent of the amount shall remain available
for the implementation of additional energy
conservation measures and for water con-
servation measures at such facilities used by
the agency as are designated by the head of
the agency.

(2) OTHER PURPOSES.—Fifty percent of the
amount shall remain available for use by the
agency for such purposes as are designated
by the head of the agency, consistent with
applicable law.

(c) REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December

31, 1996, the head of each agency described in
subsection (a) shall submit a report to Con-
gress specifying the results of the actions
taken under subsection (a) and providing any
recommendations concerning how to further
reduce energy costs and energy consumption
in the future.

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report shall—
(A) specify the total energy costs of the fa-

cilities used by the agency;
(B) identify the reductions achieved; and
(C) specify the actions that resulted in the

reductions.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this is
the last agreed-upon amendment. It is
on behalf of Senator BINGAMAN and
deals with energy conservation in Fed-
eral facilities. It has been cleared on
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2325) was agreed
to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2318, 2319, AND 2320 EN BLOC

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we are now ready to deal with the
three amendments that were with-
drawn a few moments ago. In doing so,
I ask unanimous consent that Senator
BURNS be considered a prime cosponsor
of the Baucus amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
that the three amendments, Specter,
Baucus, Burns, and Domenici, be con-
sidered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 2318, 2319, and
2320) were agreed to en bloc.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
lay the motion to reconsider on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, we have
a number of other colloquies but they
are not ready yet. When they are, they
will, I believe, be the last matters of
business before final passage.

Awaiting their OK, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Department of Inte-
rior and related agencies appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1996.

I am concerned about the funding
provided for Indian programs and have
offered an amendment to restore $200
million for important Indian programs.

The Senate-reported bill provides $12
billion in new budget authority [BA]
and $8.2 billion in new outlays to fund
the programs of the Department of In-
terior, the U.S. Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Energy fossil energy and en-
ergy conservation programs, and pro-
grams related to the arts and museum
services.

All the funding in this bill is
nondefense spending. This subcommit-
tee received no allocation under the
crime reduction trust fund.

When outlays from prior-year appro-
priations and other adjustments are
taken into account, the Senate-re-
ported bill totals $12.2 billion in BA
and $13.2 billion in outlays for fiscal
year 1996.

The subcommittee is essentially at
its 602(b) allocation in BA and $6.5 mil-
lion below in outlays.

The Senate-reported bill is $1.8 bil-
lion in BA and $1 billion in outlays
below the President’s budget request
for these programs.

It is $68.5 million in BA above the
House-passed bill, and $2.2 million in
outlays below the House-passed bill.
The Senate bill is $1.9 billion in BA and
$0.8 billion in outlays below the 1995
level.

I appreciate the subcommittee’s sup-
port for a number of ongoing projects
and programs important to my home
State of New Mexico as it has worked
to keep the bill within its allocation.

I urge the adoption of the bill.
I ask unanimous consent the 1996

spending totals be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE SPENDING TOTALS—SENATE-
REPORTED BILL

[Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars]

Budget
authority Outlays

Nondefense discretionary:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions

completed ......................................................... 146 5,001
H.R. 1977, as reported to the Senate .................. 11,977 8,166
Scorekeeping adjustment ...................................... ............... ...............

Subtotal nondefense discretionary ................... 12,123 13,168

Mandatory:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions

completed ......................................................... ............... 24
H.R. 1977, as reported to the Senate .................. 59 25
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs with

Budget Resolution assumptions ....................... 6 6

Subtotal mandatory .......................................... 65 55

Adjusted bill total ............................................. 12,188 13,223

Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation:
Defense discretionary ............................................ ............... ...............
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INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE SPENDING TOTALS—SENATE-

REPORTED BILL—Continued
[Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars]

Budget
authority Outlays

Nondefense discretionary ...................................... 12,123 13,174
Violent crime reduction trust fund ....................... ............... ...............
Mandatory .............................................................. 65 55

Total allocation ................................................. 12,188 13,229

Adjusted bill total completed to Senate Subcommit-
tee 602(b) allocation:
Defense discretionary ............................................ ............... ...............
Nondefense discretionary ...................................... ¥0 ¥6
Violent crime reduction trust fund ....................... ............... ...............
Mandatory .............................................................. ............... ...............

Total allocation ................................................. ¥0 ¥6

Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions.

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH

Mr. BYRD. As the Senator from
Washington is aware, the committee
has recommended $21,953,000 for ad-
vanced research and technology devel-
opment from the Department of En-
ergy fossil energy research and devel-
opment account.

Mr. GORTON. That is correct.
Mr. BYRD. As the Senator may

know, there is an existing university-
industry consortium, known as the
Carbon Products Consortium, conduct-
ing ongoing efforts in these areas.
Through these efforts, this consortium
has developed an extensive foundation
of background knowledge in these tech-
nologies. This consortium concentrates
on the non-fuel uses of coal to produce
coal-derived carbon materials. The
early success of this consortium is en-
couraging, and the dollar-for-dollar
cost sharing by the industrial partners
shows their commitment to this work,
and it is important that we continue
developing these new, environmentally
benign technologies from non-petro-
leum feedstocks.

Does the Senator agree that funding
for the ongoing efforts of this consor-
tium, due to its knowledge and experi-
ence in these matters, should be given
priority consideration for a portion of
this funding?

Mr. GORTON. Yes, I agree that the
Carbon Products Consortium should be
given priority consideration for fund-
ing from this account.

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH

Mr. SIMPSON. I note that Senator
GORTON and Senator BYRD are on the
floor. I would like to ask them a ques-
tion about fossil energy research and
development. It is my understanding
that, within this account, the Senators
have agreed to shift $1,405,000 from fos-
sil energy environmental restoration
into cooperative research and develop-
ment. Is is correct to say that the
chairman has agreed to his shift in
funding?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator’s under-
standing is correct. The majority has
agreed to this adjustment. Let me clar-
ify that this does not increase the bill’s
overall appropriation, nor does it in-
crease the appropriation for fossil en-
ergy research and development. It is
merely a shift of funds from one ac-
count to another.

Mr. CONRAD. I would also like to in-
dicate to the chairman and ranking
member of the subcommittee my inter-
est in this issue. I am pleased to hear
of the chairman’s intention. Would the
ranking member of the subcommittee,
Senator BYRD, tell us whether he
agrees with Senator GORTON on this
issue?

Mr. BYRD. I do agree with the chair-
man of the subcommittee. This will
allow the cooperative research and de-
velopment program to continue at its
present level of funding. This increase
is to be divided equally between WRI
and UNDEERC.

Mr. DORGAN. As a member of the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, I believe the work carried
out under the cooperative research and
development program is extremely im-
portant and is essential to meeting our
country’s energy needs. I am pleased
with this shift in funding.

OIL TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH

Mr. NICKLES. I note that the full
committee took action on the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agen-
cies appropriations bill, fiscal year 1996
which reallocated funding under oil
technology research. This reallocation
significantly reduced funding for proc-
essing research and downstream oper-
ations, particularly impacting pollu-
tion prevention and environmental
compliance programs. While the House
bill cuts pollution prevention by
$900,000 the Senate subcommittee re-
duction of $1.8 million was amended to
a cut of $5.3 million. Environmental
compliance was also reduced from the
subcommittee reduction of $2.18 mil-
lion to the amended reduction of $2.67
million. The House bill cut environ-
mental compliance by $1.3 million.

The Senate bill results in a negative
impact on the processing research and
downstream operations fossil energy
programs, and represents a vast dispar-
ity between the House and Senate allo-
cations. I therefore appeal to the Sen-
ator from Washington to address this
imbalance in conference and to seek
funding more closely in line with the
House funding.

Mr. GORTON. I recognize and appre-
ciate the concern of the Senator from
Oklahoma. While budget constraints
necessarily entail reduced funding of
nearly all programs, I recognize the
importance of pollution prevention and
environmental compliance, and will en-
deavor to address the Senator from
Oklahoma’s concerns for funding of
these programs in the conference com-
mittee.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Washington.

MIDEWIN NATIONAL TALLGRASS PRAIRIE

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, as we consider the fiscal year 1996
Interior and related agencies appro-
priations bill, I would like to call at-
tention to a very important project for
my State of Illinois, the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie. The House
provided $400,000 for the Forest Service
to continue the development of a plan

for preserving and managing the
former Joliet Arsenal property in Illi-
nois as a potential national tallgrass
prairie. These funds were not included
by the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee, and I would like to take a moment
to share with my colleagues the rea-
sons why this project should receive
funding.

Earlier this year, my distinguished
senior colleague from Illinois, Senator
SIMON, and I introduced S. 449, the Illi-
nois Land Conservation Act. This bill
transfers roughly 19,000 acres of land
from the former Joliet Army ammuni-
tion plant to the Forest Service in
order to establish a national grass-
lands. Our bill also turns over 900 acres
to the Veterans Administration for a
new national veterans cemetery, and
converts over 3,400 acres of former mu-
nitions production areas at the arsenal
to a variety of local purposes.

Illinois is known as the Prairie
State. This name commemorates an
earlier Illinois, a land of rolling prai-
ries, butterflies, wildlife, and pioneers
seeking out new lands to settle. At one
time, more than 43,000 square miles of
prairie existed in Illinois.

Over the course of 175 years, however,
development has crept over these open
lands. Today, only 0.01 percent of origi-
nal prairie is left. Little evidence re-
mains of, in the words of Charles
Chamberlain, the author of the Illinois
State song, this ‘‘Wilderness of Prai-
ries.’’

The Illinois Land Conservation Act,
once enacted, will give Illinois a rare
opportunity to preserve one of its last
remaining areas of natural prairie. It’s
a once-in-a-lifetime chance to set aside
such a large, undeveloped tract of prop-
erty for environmental and rec-
reational purposes. In a sense, S. 449
helps to protect a slice of ecological
history, and in doing so, creates a leg-
acy for future generations of Illinois-
ans to study and enjoy.

S. 449 was recently incorporated into
S. 1026, the fiscal year 1996 Defense Au-
thorization bill, and we are hopeful
that these provisions will be passed by
Congress soon. In the meantime, we are
working with the Forest Service to en-
sure that adequate funding is available
to carry out this project.

It is for that reason that I ask that
the committee consider language in
the conference committee report which
recognizes that the authorization of
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie
is nearing final passage by Congress,
and that upon enactment, the Forest
Service consider the need for a
reprogramming request in order to pro-
ceed with the plan for preserving and
managing the former arsenal property.

The Illinois Land Conservation Act is
based upon a plan that has been care-
fully crafted by key representatives of
the local community who have worked
closely with Federal agencies and the
State of Illinois. It deserves to move
forward quickly, and I urge favorable
consideration of this request.
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Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator

from Illinois for her comments regard-
ing the Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie planned for Illinois. I can as-
sure the distinguished Senator that we
will do all that we can to assist her in
including her recommendation when
this bill goes to conference.

NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, in previous
years, the report accompanying the In-
terior appropriations bill has stressed
the importance of funding for the Na-
tional Trails System within the Na-
tional Park Service budget. Although
no such language is included in the fis-
cal year 1996 report, would the chair-
man and the ranking minority member
of the Interior Appropriations Sub-
committee agree that the National
Park Service should continue to place
a high level of importance on funding
for the National Trails System?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I agree. Further, I
would state that it is my intention, as
a manager of this fiscal year 1996 Inte-
rior appropriations bill, that the Na-
tional Park Service should seek to fund
the National Trails System as close as
possible to the fiscal year 1995 levels,
given the budget constraints facing the
committee in fiscal year 1996. I would
also ask my colleague from Washing-
ton, Senator GORTON, the chairman of
the Interior Appropriations Commit-
tee, if he agrees with this statement.

Mr. GORTON. Yes, I concur, and
thank the Senators for pointing out
the importance of providing adequate
funding for the National Trails Sys-
tem.

INPATIENT HEALTH FACILITY

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished chairman
for assistance in dealing with an issue
that is very important to me and to
the Indian people in my State of Ne-
braska. The Indian Health Service has
determined that there is a need for an
inpatient health facility to serve the
Indian people in eastern Nebraska. The
existing facility at the Winnebago Res-
ervation is old, dilapidated, and needs
to be replaced. The tribes in the area
have worked with the IHS for 8 years
to reach the point where we are now.
The 103d Congress appropriated funds
for planning and design of the new hos-
pital and that process is fully under-
way. A site has been selected for the
new facility with the agreement of the
tribes and the IHS has begun the de-
sign phase. Unfortunately, the Omaha
Tribe broke off negotiations with the
Winnebago Tribe on matters related to
the future construction and manage-
ment of the hospital; the reasons for
this action are not entirely clear.
While this division occurred early in
July, efforts are underway to bring clo-
sure to whatever differences remain. In
the meantime, unfortunately, language
was included in the report on H.R. 1977
that would direct the reprogramming
by IHS of the current year funds for
the hospital, about $1.6 million. I be-
lieve this action is premature and re-
spectfully ask the chairman to con-

sider eliminating the reprogramming
in conference with the House.

Mr. GORTON. I understand the Sen-
ator’s concern and agree to consider
deletion of the language in conference.
In the meantime, I hope the Senator
will continue to work with the IHS and
the tribes to move forward on this
project. Facility construction dollars
are extremely scarce in the current fis-
cal climate and there are many worthy
projects awaiting funding that have
the unqualified support of local tribes.
With this in mind, I will be happy to
revisit this issue in conference.

Mr. KERREY. The procedure that my
colleague has outlined is acceptable
and I thank him for his courtesy in
this matter.

DOE’S RETROFIT PROGRAM

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, at
this time I would like to enter into a
colloquy with the managers of this ap-
propriations measure regarding fund-
ing for the Department of Energy’s ret-
rofit program and interagency agree-
ment with the Department of Housing
and Urban Development.

The buildings retrofit program with-
in the Department of Energy’s Office of
Buildings Technology is currently un-
dertaking an important initiative to
save American taxpayers millions of
dollars. The initiative, created 4 years
ago under an agreement between the
Department of Energy and the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, works to reduce energy use at
many of our Nation’s public assisted
housing developments. To cut off fund-
ing for this important program at this
point would put to an end significant
progress that has been made to date in
reducing energy use in publicly funded
low-income housing.

Would the managers of this legisla-
tion support the following request?

That within available funds in the
Department of Energy’s buildings pro-
grams, the Department of Energy be
allowed to reprogram up to $3 million
to continue implementation of the
interagency agreement with the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment for public assisted housing and
other low-income housing initiatives.

Mr. GORTON. I would not object to
this proposal.

Mr. BYRD. I would not object to this
proposal.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the man-
agers of this legislation for their as-
sistance with this important matter.

NOXIOUS WEEDS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would
like to discuss an issue with my good
friend from Washington, the distin-
guished chairman of the Interior Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, Senator
GORTON, that is of the utmost impor-
tance to many western public lands
States.

Last year, I raised the issue of the
widespread infestation of noxious
weeds on public lands managed by the
Bureau of Land Management [BLM] lo-
cated throughout the West and in Utah
specifically. Many of Utah’s lands were

suffering from the presence of various
kinds of noxious weeds, which is why I
requested funding last year for the
Richfield BLM District office in west
central Utah to be utilized throughout
the district to address the infestation.
The total amount appropriated to the
Richfield District was $100,000. I appre-
ciated the subcommittee’s recognition
of this problem and its efforts to assist
this outbreak on acreage highly visited
by the public.

This year, the story is basically the
same. These lands, as well as other
lands, are again infested with noxious
weeds. They are ravaging lands that
are critical to the agricultural indus-
try of Utah and playing havoc with
those who utilize BLM lands for rec-
reational purposes. As anyone who rep-
resents a public lands State knows,
once these weeds take hold of an acre
of land, it is easy for them to spread to
every acre that surrounds them, even if
that surrounding land is private or
State. Noxious weeds know no bound-
aries; and, therefore we must address
them in every locale to protect the
overall ecology and health of all lands.
In my State, the Utah Department of
Natural Resources is attempting to
fight the noxious weed problem on
State lands. So, I believe it behooves
this body to provide funding to our var-
ious public land agencies, especially
the BLM, to address this problem on
our public lands.

It is my understanding that this
year’s Interior appropriations bill pro-
vides funding to the BLM for this
year’s noxious weed problem. Is that
correct?

Mr. GORTON. If my colleague will
yield, the fiscal year 1996 Department
of the Interior appropriations bill pro-
vides $1.2 million to the BLM for nox-
ious weed management. This funding is
a part of the agency’s range manage-
ment account. My colleague will be
pleased to know that the subcommittee
recognizes the existing noxious weed
problem plaguing Utah and directs
$261,000 of the total account to the
Utah State BLM Office to combat this
problem. Like my colleague from Utah,
I hope these funds will assist to prop-
erly address the noxious weed problem
in our public lands States like Utah.

Mr. HATCH. I thank my colleague for
that clarification. I share his hope that
we can finally gain control of our nox-
ious weed situation, and I appreciate
his attention to this situation in my
State of Utah.
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING AND PUBLIC ROADS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would
like to raise an issue with the chair-
man of the Interior Subcommittee,
Senator GORTON, regarding the Office
of Surface Mining [OSM] and its regu-
lation of public roads. I am especially
interested in the application of these
regulations in States like Utah that
have received a delegation of primacy
for implementing the coal regulatory
program pursuant to a State program.
These regulations have, for several
years, plagued public land States like
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Utah that have hundreds of miles of
public roads located near surface min-
ing operations. I wish to engage the
chairman in a brief discussion on this
critical matter.

Mr. GORTON. I understand this situ-
ation impacts several other Western
States with an equivalent amount of
public roads and significant surface
mining activities.

Mr. HATCH. I thank my colleague.
There has been a difference of opinion
between OSM and the Utah State Divi-
sion of Oil, Gas and Mining [UDOGM]
as to permitting of public roads as a
part of mining operations. OSM’s regu-
lation of the Surface Mining Control
and Reclamation Act of 1977 [SMCRA]
has led to differences of opinion on
what constitutes a road and affected
area, among other things, and has led
to a number of Federal lawsuits and a
series of unsuccessful rulemaking at-
tempts since 1983. Clearly, there is lit-
tle guidance in SMCRA on this issue. A
literal interpretation of the act’s word-
ing would bring Interstate 70 and most
of the State, county, and Forest Serv-
ice roads located in central Utah under
the Utah’s regulatory program. Hope-
fully, no one is seriously suggesting
that UDOGM, a division of the Utah
State Department of Natural Re-
sources, require the permitting of the
interstate. The problem is that neither
the Federal nor Utah regulatory pro-
grams provide any clear guidance as to
where the jurisdictional line must be
drawn.

Although Utah’s situation with re-
gard to roads is no different from that
of other States, this issue has been a
recurring problem between Utah and
OSM. Several meetings have been held
in recent months, even with the Direc-
tor of OSM, to address this situation.
And, most recently, OSM agreed to a
clarification of Utah’s policy on road
permitting that maintains the State’s
program intact, which I want to bring
to my colleagues’ attention. In regard
to the Utah coal regulatory program,
OSM has agreed that, under several
basic criteria, the permitting of a pub-
lic road would not be required. These
criteria indicate that a public road in-
volved in coal mining activities may
not be required to be permitted if:
First, it was properly acquired by a
governmental entity, second, it was
maintained with public funds or in ex-
change for publicly levied taxes or fees,
third, it was constructed in a manner
similar to other public roads of the
same classification, and fourth, the im-
pacts of mining are not significant in
relation to other impacts on the road.

I, for one, do not believe it was Con-
gress’ intent that OSM or States re-
ceiving primacy on surface mining ac-
tivities would attempt to regulate pub-
lic roads in the jurisdictional control
of some appropriately constituted pub-
lic entity. Rather, it is my belief that
the intent of Congress was that only
roads outside the jurisdiction of any
responsible entity would be subject to
jurisdiction under the Federal or State

coal regulatory program. OSM’s recent
action regarding Utah’s program is re-
flective of this belief, and I feel of suffi-
cient importance to inform my col-
leagues today. I intend to support
modifications to SMCRA that clearly
spell out Congress’ original intent with
SMCRA, but I am pleased with OSM’s
response to UDOGM’s clarification of
Utah State law. Based on the history of
OSM’s position on road permitting vis
a vis the act, it is my opinion that this
response is significant.

I thank my colleague for his indul-
gence and for his advice on this matter.

Mr. GORTON. I thank my colleague
from Utah for his statement and for
the information he has provided re-
garding OSM and its activities on road
permitting. This is very useful for
States with primacy in this area, and I
am also pleased with OSM’s action that
suggests decisions on road permitting
should rest in the hands of the States.
I appreciate the Senator’s efforts in
this area.
CONSTRUCTION FUNDING FOR THE U.S. FISH AND

WILDLIFE SERVICE

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the Senator from New Mex-
ico would like to clarify an issue relat-
ed to construction funding for the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, and I ask
unanimous consent that Senator DO-
MENICI, Senator BYRD, and I be allowed
to enter into a colloquy in that regard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I real-
ize that the Appropriations Committee
has tried to include funding to com-
plete construction and rehabilitate sev-
eral Fish and Wildlife Service facili-
ties. I thank the distinguished chair-
man and ranking member for recogniz-
ing the significant needs at the Bosque
del Apache Wildlife Refuge in New
Mexico. I appreciate the constraints
that we have on funding of this nature,
but I am also aware that there are on-
going construction projects that did
not receive funding in this bill, includ-
ing the Southwest Fisheries Tech-
nology Center, in New Mexico. The
committee has not recommended that
the Fish and Wildlife Service dis-
continue construction on these
projects. It is my understanding that
the committee intends to revisit these
projects in the future, and will consider
funding for fiscal year 1997. I ask the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee if this is correct?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from New
Mexico is correct. The committee un-
derstands the importance of these
projects and intends to consider them
again next year.

Mr. BYRD. I join my colleague from
Washington in stating that the com-
mittee should review these ongoing
projects next year.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the chair-
man and ranking member for clarify-
ing the intent of the committee.

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am
concerned about the cuts this bill

makes to the Energy Information Ad-
ministration. The EIA maintains valu-
able and objective information on en-
ergy supply, consumption, production,
and price. We must not lose this re-
source at a time when energy prices
and supplies are so volatile and the
country is becoming increasingly de-
pendent on foreign oil.

Vermont’s average petroleum price is
the highest in the Nation and EIA in-
formation helps our State plan for and
respond to energy emergencies.

This bill includes $63 million for EIA,
a $21 million cut from last year. The
House included $80 million for EIA. As
we proceed, I hope we keep in mind the
important role EIA serves.

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL RESERVES

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the ad-
ministration’s budget request included
$101 million for the naval petroleum
and oil reserves for fiscal year 1996. The
House has proposed appropriations of
$151 million. This bill proposes appro-
priations of $136 million for the Senate.

The administration’s budget is based
on a caretaker status and does not re-
quest funding for new initiatives. The
administration’s budget is based on the
sale of the NPR No. 1, commonly re-
ferred to as the ELK Hills site. The
budget resolution also assumes the sale
of the reserve.

I understand and agree that the oil
field must be maintained and operated
at an adequate level regardless of
whether or not the reserves are sold.
However, the Department of Energy
has indicated that the requested fiscal
year 1996 funding level combined with
uncosted balances from prior years and
expected improvements in operational
efficiencies by DOE are sufficient to
operate the site in a responsible man-
ner such that the value of the field is
maintained. The General Accounting
Office has provided data showing sub-
stantial uncosted balances exist for
this purpose.

I am very concerned with this addi-
tional appropriation amount. I urge
the conferees on this matter to look
very closely at this and determine
what is really needed to operate the re-
serve in an appropriate manner while
preserving the value of the reserve for
future sale to ensure that no tax-
payer’s dollars are wasted.

MONTEZUMA CREEK IHS FACILITY

Mr. BENNETT. I wish to bring to the
attention of the chairman a matter
that, while it may appear small, is of
great importance to the Utah Navajo
population. The Navajo area includes 6
hospitals and 18 outpatient facilities.
Unfortunately, none of these facilities
are currently located in Utah. In fact,
the only IHS facility in the entire
State of Utah is an outpatient facility
at Fort Duchensne which is located
over 350 miles away.

The need for an IHS clinic located in
Montezuma Creek is clearly justifiable.
It is the population center for the east-
ern portion of the Utah Navajo. Ap-
proximately 6,000 Navajo live in south-
eastern Utah and unfortunately, their
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health care needs are greatly under-
served. In an effort to begin the process
of replacing the dilapidated facility, I
request that $30,000 be made available
to IHS for the preliminary study and
design of a satellite clinic located in
Montezuma Creek.

Mr. GORTON. I am aware of the Sen-
ator’s interest in the design of a facil-
ity to replace the Montezuma Creek,
UT facility and I hope to work with the
Senator to make certain the health
care needs of the Utah Navajo’s are
met. To this end, I would agree that of
the $1.9 million included in the bill to
complete partially funded health care
facility designs, $30,000 is available to
the IHS for the study and preliminary
design of a Red Mesa facility satellite
clinic to be located at Montezuma
Creek. This study should include an as-
sessment of whether such arrangement
is consistent with the existing IHS
health care facility priority list sys-
tem.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the chairman
and I would urge IHS to work closely
with the State of Utah and the Navajo
Nation to utilize these funds in the ap-
propriate manner this fiscal year. This
is a small amount, but it is certainly
the right first step in resolving the
longstanding problems of adequate
health care delivery in southeastern
Utah. Again, I thank the chairman for
his leadership on this bill and his ef-
forts to help resolve this issue.

THE UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL
COUNCIL

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I seek
recognition today in support of full
funding for the United States Holo-
caust Memorial Council which funds
among other things, the staffing of the
Holocaust Museum. The funding re-
quest for fiscal year 1996 by the admin-
istration was $28.9 million. This re-
quest was approved by the House of
Representatives. The request is being
made after a momentous year during
which attendance at the Holocaust Mu-
seum reached a cumulative total of
3,880,517. The attendance totals have
been an overwhelming surprise to all
those planning for the reception of the
public. In fact, Mr. President, it ex-
ceeds by a factor of four the antici-
pated attendance at the museum. This
circumstance has stretched the capac-
ity of the museum and its professional
and volunteer staff to welcome the
American public. This response to the
program of the museum came with an-
other unanticipated burden, that of
providing a higher level of security for
the public seeking to learn the lessons
of the Holocaust.

Mr. President, the appropriations re-
quest for fiscal year 1996 is an increase
of $2.1 million from 1995 funding. I rec-
ognize the difficult choices my fellow
Members are making during this proc-
ess and join with them in making the
hard choices. In this case, they have
chosen to recommend an appropriation
of $26.6 million. I urge, however, a
higher level of funding.

In light of the hatred and ethnic
cleansing now underway in Bosnia and
Croatia, I would anticipate an even
more exponential growth of interest by
Americans. In the overwhelming de-
mand and proven need to educate our
youth of the folly of mindless hatred, I
see the intense need to reflect a higher
sense of urgency by accommodating
the request for the full funding of the
council, the museum, and their activi-
ties.

I would like to inform my fellow Sen-
ators of my intention to ask my col-
leagues to give every consideration to
accepting the House mark when they
go to conference.

I yield the floor.
NRSA

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me ask Senator GORTON a question con-
cerning scientists currently employed
by the National Resources Science
Agency [NRSA] who had been trans-
ferred from the National Park Service
in 1993.

Mr. GORTON. I would be delighted to
engage in a colloquy with my friend
from New Mexico. I know he has a con-
cern with the budget impact of the In-
terior appropriations bill on those sci-
entists within the NRSA who advise
the Park Service on science-based nat-
ural resources management.

Mr. BINGAMAN. From my under-
standing, the National Park Service
transferred about 100 knowledgeable
scientists to the NRSA in 1993. These
scientists provide long-term informa-
tion that helps direct management de-
cisions. I am concerned for those sci-
entist positions that will have to be
eliminated due to budget constraints.
Is it the Senator’s position that the
National Park Service, in coordination
with the NRSA, should be included in
the National Resources Science Agen-
cy’s priority setting efforts for Na-
tional Park Service research.

Mr. GORTON. Yes, the Senator is
correct. In fact, I believe it is in the
long-term interest for the national
parks to be able to rely on an estab-
lished pool of scientific knowledge and
less on managerial guesswork and to
have input into the priority setting of
the NRSA.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Senator
for discussing this subject with me.

ELLIS ISLAND

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
to discuss with the chairman of the
subcommittee an issue of importance
to millions of Americans. I hope to
clarify the intent of the subcommittee
and keep intact the integrity of what,
to many, is a solemn place.

Mr. President, over a period of 62
years, more than 12 million immi-
grants sailed into the gateway to the
United States, Ellis Island, NY. They
arrived from the four corners of the
Earth with only a handful of posses-
sions, uncertain of what they would
find. From Ellis Island, these individ-
uals spread into every part of our land,
eager to explore the opportunities that
our dynamic Nation presented.

Many Americans, including a number
of our colleagues, can trace their herit-
age to Ellis Island. To those who
passed through the great hall and to
their descendants, Ellis Island is con-
sidered a hallowed place. It is not a
place to be treated insignificantly, it is
a place to be respected.

That is why, Mr. President, I am
weary of anything relating to Ellis Is-
land that could somehow cheapen its
meaning. That is why I have repeatedly
opposed constructing a permanent
bridge linking the mainland to Ellis Is-
land. Our ancestors did not arrive at
Ellis Island by foot, by horse, by cart,
or by automobile. Every one of them
arrived by boat. A permanent bridge
would violate the cultural and histori-
cal context of Ellis Island, and would
only serve to trivialize and detract
from the experience of how our ances-
tors came to pass through Ellis Island.

Therefore, I am sure that my col-
league from Washington can under-
stand my concern with language in-
cluded in the bill before us that pre-
vents the demolition of the current,
temporary bridge that runs to Ellis Is-
land. In addition, as I understand, the
language makes this temporary struc-
ture available to pedestrians provided
that proper safety measures are en-
acted and enforced.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from New York is correct. This
is language that was included in the
House-passed version of this legisla-
tion. The other body voted 230 to 196 to
include this language. Also, it is the in-
tent of the subcommittee that this lan-
guage will prevent a situation from
arising that the Senator describes,
mainly, the construction of a perma-
nent bridge.

I understand and respect the con-
cerns of the Senator from New York
that vehicle traffic not disrupt the cul-
tural and historical context of Ellis Is-
land. Further, the committee is de-
voted to ensuring the safety of visitors
to Ellis Island and will expect strict
adherence to all relevant safety guide-
lines before any pedestrian traffic is al-
lowed. It is my intention to follow the
progress of the execution of this provi-
sion and will consult with the Senator
from New York as to its effectiveness.

Mr. D’AMATO. I thank my friend and
colleague for that clarification. As I
stated, I become concerned when I feel
the integrity of Ellis Island is put into
question. Fortunately, the chairman’s
leadership has given me confidence
that this provision will be given the ut-
most scrutiny. I look forward to work-
ing closely with him on this issue.

Mr. President, I would like to receive
further clarification from the chair-
man of the subcommittee on another
matter in relation to Ellis Island.

As I understand, the present bill lan-
guage places a 30-day hold on imple-
menting any plan to develop the south-
ern end of Ellis Island until the Speak-
er of the House and the President of
the Senate have been notified and
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given a full and comprehensive report
on such development.

Mr. GORTON. The Senator is correct.
Mr. D’AMATO. I thank my friend.

Ellis Island is a place that is of special
interest to all Americans. Therefore, I
believe that it is very important that
any interested Member of Congress be
notified before the National Park Serv-
ice undergoes any attempt to redevelop
the southern end of Ellis Island.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I would
say to my friend that I understand his
concern that he or any Senator who is
interested in the redevelopment of
Ellis Island be made aware of any plans
to do so. I would expect that the Park
Service would honor any request to be
so notified.

To be clear, it is not the intent of the
subcommittee to allow such action
without scrutiny. Further, the sub-
committee would expect the National
Park Service on its own, to be cog-
nizant of the concerns of those Mem-
bers of Congress who express an inter-
est in the redevelopment of Ellis Island
and take those concerns into consider-
ation prior to entering into any such
agreement.

Mr. D’AMATO. I thank the chairman
for that clarification.

FEDERAL APPLIANCE ENERGY STANDARDS

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would like to en-
gage in a colloquy on this amendment
with the bill manager, Senator GOR-
TON, and Senator FORD. Federal appli-
ance efficiency standards were estab-
lished because manufacturers wanted
one Federal standard as opposed to 50
different, and perhaps inconsistent,
standards. If the Department of Energy
cannot implement Federal standards,
the States might attempt to revive
their individual programs. The appli-
ance standards adopted to date will
save consumers a net of $132 billion
over the lifetime of the affected prod-
ucts. The Department has committed
to work cooperatively with manufac-
turers to address concerns raised in
current reviews of the appliance stand-
ards. Where industry has raised signifi-
cant criticisms of DOE’s analysis or ap-
proach, as with recent proposals con-
cerning fluorescent lamp ballasts and
electric water heaters, DOE has orga-
nized workshops and public meetings
with manufacturers to solicit further
input and work together to correct the
problems. The consensus approach to
revising standards should be continued.

Mr. FORD. We all recognize the value
of appliance efficiency standards, the
cost and energy savings that have been
achieved with the existing standards.
However, the manufacturers have
raised concerns about the methodology
and assumptions in the Department’s
current cost-benefit analysis. For ex-
ample, the burden on firms with small
market shares need to be addressed. We
expect the Department to analyze the
impact of any modifications to stand-
ards for both small and large manufac-
turers. The cumulative impact of regu-
lations across product lines should also
be incorporated into the analysis.

Mr. GORTON. This amendment will
only affect the proposal, issuance, or
prescription of new or amended stand-
ards. There will be no limits on analy-
sis or information exchange. Nor will
there be any prohibition or limits on
planning by the Department of Energy.
The Senate expects that the Depart-
ment and the manufactures will spend
the next year working together to ana-
lyze existing standards in order to con-
duct accurate economic analyses and
impact assessments. The second part of
the amendment also clarifies that the
Department may proceed to establish
efficiency standards for the construc-
tion of new federally owned commer-
cial and residential buildings. The De-
partment can and should establish
minimum efficiency requirements for
construction of new Federal facilities,
such as military housing and office
buildings.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I fully agree that,
at a minimum, we have to be able to
proceed with the rules affecting Fed-
eral facilities. Once built, the tax-
payers will have to cover the energy
bills for the life of a facility. These
standards are required by the Energy
Policy Act, which was overwhelmingly
supported by the Senate. Furthermore,
under the Federal budget situation, we
have to do everything we can to mini-
mize ongoing operating costs. To sum-
marize the amendment, it is my under-
standing that this amendment will
only preclude the proposal, issuance, or
prescription of rules on new or amend-
ed appliance and equipment standards.
Testing and labeling will continue.
There will not be any limit on grants
for State programs or the Home En-
ergy Ratings Systems [HERS] pilot
projects.

ORISKANY BATTLEFIELD

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
to seek the guidance of my friend, the
Senator from Washington, with respect
to undertaking a management plan for
Oriskany Battlefield.

Oriskany Battlefield is a national
historic landmark that designates the
site of a major American Revolution-
ary War battle. On that site, American
patriots fought British regulars, loyal-
ists, and certain nations of the Iroquois
Confederation. Of particular interest is
the involvement of four of the six na-
tions of the Confederation on the side
of the British. The Oneida and Tusca-
rora Nations within the Iroquois Con-
federation chose to support the Ameri-
cans over the British, leading, as is be-
lieved, to the dissolution of the 200
year-old Confederation.

The significance of the battlefield,
its proximity to another historic and
integrally linked national site, Fort
Stanwix National Monument, and the
circumstances surrounding the involve-
ment of the combatants make
Oriskany Battlefield an ideal candidate
for possible inclusion in the National
Park System. There is demonstrated
interest on the part of citizens of the
local community, New York State, and
the Oneida Nation of New York to ex-

plore the option of a larger Federal
role in the site. However, in order to do
this, a general planning study must be
undertaken.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am fa-
miliar with the request of the Senator
from New York to have this study con-
ducted by the Park Service. The sub-
committee is confident that the Park
Service will give due consideration to
the Senator’s request to include
Oriskany Battlefield in the National
Park System.

Mr. D’AMATO. I thank my friend.
INTERTRIBAL BISON COOPERATIVE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
clarify the intent of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee regarding the
funding for Bureau of Indian Affairs
bison restoration projects.

As you may know, the Intertribal
Bison Cooperative was formed 3 years
ago with only nine tribes as members.
ITBC’s mission is to reestablish
healthy bison populations on tribal
lands in a manner that promotes eco-
nomic development, cultural enhance-
ment, ecological restoration, and spir-
itual revitalization.

The role of ITBC, as established by
its membership, is to act as a
facilitator in coordinating education
and training programs, develop mar-
keting strategies, coordinate the trans-
fer of surplus buffalo from national
parks to tribal lands, and provide tech-
nical assistance to its membership in
developing management plans that will
help each tribal herd become a success-
ful and self-sufficient operation.

Today, the cooperative works with 36
member tribes spread across 15 States.
The united efforts of cooperative mem-
ber tribes to restore the Nation’s bison
population have created much-needed
economic development for the member
tribes through the sale of buffalo meat
and other byproducts.

Last year, the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs put the cooperative’s bison herd
management program in jeopardy by
distributing its limited fiscal year 1995
funds among any or all of the federally
recognized Indian tribes. The effect of
this action has the potential to under-
mine the cooperative spirit that ITBC
has worked many years to achieve and
that has fostered its success. I believe
that the BIA’s interpretation of con-
gressional intent was clearly in error.

It has been consistently my belief
that the ITBC, which has proven its
success in achieving self-sufficiency,
warrants investment by Congress. Of
course, tribes wishing to qualify for
Federal bison restoration funding are
free to become members of the cooper-
ative.

I would like to take this opportunity
to inquire of my colleagues whether it
is the intent of the Appropriations
Committee to distribute fiscal year
1996 bison project funds specifically to
the Intertribal Bison Cooperative and
its member tribes.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from South Dakota, Senator
DASCHLE is correct.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
would ask the chairman of the Interior
Appropriations Subcommittee, Senator
GORTON, if he concurs that my under-
standing that the fiscal year 1996 bison
restoration project funds are to be sole-
ly designated for the Intertribal Bison
Cooperative and its member tribes is
correct?

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, that is
correct. It is the intent of the Appro-
priations Committee that fiscal year
1996 funding for bison restoration
projects be distributed by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs to the Intertribal
Bison Cooperative and not to all feder-
ally recognized tribes.

Mr. DASCHLE. I want to thank my
colleagues from the committee for this
clarification.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want
to commend the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Interior
and related agencies, Senator GORTON,
and the ranking member, Senator
BYRD, for the work that they and their
staffs have done in shepherding the In-
terior appropriations bill through sub-
committee and full committee. I would
like to engage the senior Senators from
West Virginia and Washington in a col-
loquy regarding the U.S. Holocaust Me-
morial Museum.

The subcommittee has funded the
museum at the 1995 level of $26,609,000.
As my colleagues know, the House-
passed Interior bill appropriates
$28,707,000. This is a $2,098,000 increase
over fiscal year 1995. The added funds
are needed for the institution to meet
the extraordinary and unanticipated
demand from visitors and the attend-
ant heightened security and wear-and-
tear on the building.

Let me just illustrate this point. Be-
fore opening to the public 21⁄2 years
ago, the museum estimated the likely
visitation at 500,000 annually. Instead,
the museum has had over 2,000,000 visi-
tors each year instead of the 500,000 an-
ticipated. I am especially heartened by
who is coming to the Holocaust Mu-
seum. Four out of five visitors travel
more than 100 miles to see the perma-
nent exhibit. In 1955, more than 285,000
students will tour the museum as part
of organized groups. The Holocaust Mu-
seum is a destination point in Washing-
ton, and is now one of the most visited
museums in Washington.

And the museum’s reach does not
stop at the Potomac. The institution is
assisting teachers, scholars, survivors,
and our veterans in making sense of
this dark hour in world history. It has
responded to 70,000 requests from edu-
cators; its Internet mailbox, open less
than 6 months, receives 15,000 inquiries
a week; and its research institute has
assisted 11,000 scholars and researchers
and 14,500 survivors.

In short, the Holocaust Museum has
done all that the Congress envisioned
for it and more. This remarkable suc-
cess, when coupled with its newness,
makes its case especially persuasive. I

ask my colleagues to give every consid-
eration to accepting the House’s mark
when they go to conference.

Mr. GORTON. I recently met with
the new Director of the Holocaust Mu-
seum, Dr. Walter Reich. I told him
then that I am now a great supporter of
his institution. I think it has made a
powerful and necessary contribution to
the Nation’s education and remem-
brance.

As the Senator from Alaska knows,
the committee had to make some pain-
ful choices during the markups. I have
listened to his persuasive statement,
and I want to assure him that I will re-
view the facts and give every consider-
ation to the House’s funding level for
the museum.

Mr. BYRD. This Nation has created a
museum of memory, a memorial to the
victims of the Holocaust. It teaches us
the lessons of what happens when de-
mocracy is not preserved, when demo-
cratic practices are subverted, when
the public will is subjugated. I, too,
want to commend the museum on its
efforts and successes, and I want to say
to Senator STEVENS and other Members
of this body that I will listen carefully
and give the Senator from Alaska’s
proposal to fund the Holocaust Mu-
seum every consideration.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
would like to engage the senior Sen-
ators from West Virginia and Washing-
ton in a colloquy concerning a particu-
lar need in Alaska that just recently
came to my attention and is not cur-
rently addressed in the bill.

Alaska Senator Robin Taylor has ad-
vised me of the need to provide funds in
the U.S. Forest Service budget for
some critical environmental studies re-
lated to construction of the American
portion of a proposed public toll road
from the Iskut River region of British
Columbia, Canada to the Bradfield
Canal near Wrangell, AK. This is called
the Bradfield Road.

An environmental impact statement
is required because the road must cross
through the Tongass National Forest,
which encompasses most of southeast-
ern Alaska. The Tongass is the coun-
try’s largest national forest at 16.7 mil-
lion acres, an area larger than the
States of West Virginia and Rhode Is-
land combined. Because of its immense
size, almost no road can be constructed
to serve southeastern communities
that does not traverse the Tongass Na-
tional Forest.

Mr. GORTON. Why is the road need-
ed?

Mr. STEVENS. With no existing
road, Wrangell is currently economi-
cally isolated. It is served only by air
and ferry. Until recently Wrangell’s
economy was largely dependent on the
timber industry. However, last year
the U.S. Forest Service unilaterally
canceled Alaska Pulp Company’s 50-
year timber contract, resulting in the
closure of the Wrangell sawmill. As a
result, the unemployment rate has
skyrocketed up to 40 percent and
climbing. Unless a new economy devel-

ops, the city and its residents face a
harsh winter ahead.

The proposed Bradfield Road would
provide the shortest route to tidewater
for several Canadian gold and copper
mining operations. The nearest Cana-
dian port to the mining district is
roughly four times farther than Alas-
ka’s Bradfield Canal. The Bradfield
Road would not only reduce transpor-
tation costs and the overall environ-
mental impact of the project, but it
would create American jobs in
Wrangell. The people of Wrangell
would be involved in constructing the
road in the short-term, and in the long-
term would have access to mining jobs
in Canada and increased tourism oppor-
tunities in the area.

The Alaska State Legislature has al-
ready committed to pay the construc-
tion costs of the road through revenue
bonds. Commercial and public traffic
will pay a toll to use the road, which
will finance its operation and mainte-
nance. The only contribution required
from the Federal Government is funds
to conduct the EIS required by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act.

I propose that $2.5 million of the
funds provided in this bill to be allo-
cated to region 10—the Alaska region—
be allocated to conduct the EIS re-
quired by NEPA. The funds should be
taken out of non-timber-producing ac-
counts such as recreation and adminis-
tration.

Mr. GORTON. Given the severe eco-
nomic dislocation occurring in
Wrangell as a result of the U.S. Forest
Service’s decision to terminate the
contract which provided timber to the
Wrangell mill, I agree that the
Bradfield Road should be given prior-
ity. I concur with my good friend from
Alaska that the Service should allocate
the funds necessary to complete the en-
vironmental studies. The Service
should be directed to fund this project
out of accounts not designated to
produce timber in region 10.

Mr. STEVENS. Does the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia
concur?

Mr. BYRD. Since the Alaska State
Legislature has agreed to fund con-
struction of the road and provide for
its operation and maintenance, I sup-
port the concept of directing the Serv-
ice to conduct the necessary environ-
mental studies. The funds should be re-
allocated out of nontimber funds al-
ready budgeted for region 10.

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
want to thank Senator GORTON and
commend him for the great job he has
done putting together a very difficult
bill. There are important parts of this
bill that will have a lasting impact.
One of those is the extension of the En-
dangered Species Act moratorium
which I sponsored, and was enacted,
several months ago to try to wait until
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we have reauthorization of the Endan-
gered Species Act so that future list-
ings will have the stamp of congres-
sional intent in a revised Endangered
Species Act.

This moratorium is a very important
part of the legislation before us. We
have seen so many jobs lost, so many
people devastated in their ability to
use their land and farm and ranch and
make their livelihoods, because of the
Endangered Species Act being overzeal-
ously enforced.

I believe that the Endangered Species
Act was passed with all the right inten-
tions, and I think many of the things
that are done by Fish and Wildlife are
very good. But we have seen such ex-
cesses that the water supply of two
cities in my State, Amarillo and San
Antonio, have been endangered by bait
fish, the Arkansas River shiner and the
fountain darter in the Edwards aquifer.

We now see the same thing coming
forward with the same Edwards aqui-
fer, only this time it is three beetles
that have now been proposed as endan-
gered, despite the effect on the water
supply of the 10th largest city in Amer-
ica.

So I do appreciate the fact that we
are extending the moratorium until
the earlier of reauthorization of the
Endangered Species Act, or until the
end of 1996, which will give Congress
the time to set parameters for the En-
dangered Species Act that will assure
that we have balanced the needs of peo-
ple with species.

We added money to the Fish and
Wildlife Service’s budget during floor
debate on this bill. I expect that the
listing money will be used only to
delist some of the endangered species
that really should not be on the list,
and the prelisting money for species
conservation so that we will not have
to list new endangered species. That
would be a very good use of our tax-
payer dollars.

The second thing that I think is very
important that we put in this bill, and
I want to thank Senator GORTON and
Senator BYRD for agreeing to do it, is
in the National Biological Survey lan-
guage. We make sure that a private
property owner must give permission
for any new surveys under this act, and
including aerial surveys.

We have had instances in my State
and others where airplanes paid for by
the National Biological Survey have
flown over private property without
permission taking pictures for habitat
studies. That is now prohibited in this
act. That is why I think it is very im-
portant that we pass the act and say,
once again, that private property is
protected by the Constitution of the
United States.

I think the Congress is speaking
today to make sure that everyone un-
derstands—that the people in Washing-
ton, in Government understand—that
we are going to protect private prop-
erty rights, and I think we have taken
a step in the right direction today.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am dis-
appointed that the fiscal year 1996 Inte-
rior Department appropriations bill as
reported by the Senate Appropriations
Committee does not earmark funds for
land purchases within the Santa
Monica Mountains National Recreation
Area [SMMNRA]. I am greatly con-
cerned that this remarkable national
treasure—an island of green in an
urban sea—now faces the prospect of
increased development within its
boundaries. We must not let this hap-
pen. Our continued support of this ma-
jestic recreation area is crucial.

The open spaces of the SMMNRA
stretch over 50 miles from Elysian
Park in downtown Los Angeles to
Point Mugu State Park in Ventura
County. The mountains climb from the
Pacific Ocean to provide breathtaking
vistas of the Los Angeles Basin, the
blue Pacific, and the San Fernando
Valley.

The Santa Monica Mountains are the
only undeveloped pristine mountain
range in the world that bisects a major
city—in this case the Nation’s second
largest. In addition, the Los Angeles
area has one of the lowest amounts of
open parkland per capita in the United
States.

This national recreation area pro-
vides recreational opportunities for
more than 12 million people living in
surrounding communities—including
hikers, campers, picnickers, and nature
lovers, young and old. The beauty of
the recreation area leads many visitors
to express amazement that they are
just minutes from an urban area the
size of Los Angeles. In the mountains,
a variety of wildlife live and thrive, in-
cluding mountain lions, deer, and a
dozen endangered plants and animals.
369 bird species, 50 species of mammals,
and 36 kinds of reptiles and amphibians
call this area home.

The land that was to be purchased
through funding in the fiscal year 1996
Interior appropriations bill includes
undeveloped canyons, key wildlife cor-
ridors, and trailways that provide
coastal access and link several major
activity centers throughout the
SMMNRA.

Significant progress on land acquisi-
tions was made with the purchase of
the Jordan Ranch, the largest acquisi-
tion in the park’s history, but delays
have escalated purchase costs and
threaten opportunities to acquire key
parcels that otherwise may be devel-
oped. Biologically significant areas
could be lost if we do not act now.

Although I would have preferred a
specific allocation for this request,
there is still an opportunity to get
funds from this bill. Of the $43.2 million
appropriated by the bill for land acqui-
sition by the National Park Service,
approximately $6 million is designated
for emergencies and hardships and
inholdings. I intend to call on the Clin-
ton administration to designate the
Santa Monica Mountains project as a
top priority for funding under these
provisions.

We must continue our commitment
to the Santa Monica Mountains Na-
tional Recreation Area. We must do
this for ourselves and our environment,
and the name of future generations—so
that they may enjoy the rich natural
splendor of the southern California
landscape.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, ear-
lier today, the Senate agreed to accept
an amendment to this bill that imposes
a 1-year moratorium on issuance of
new or amended appliance efficiency
standards. The amendment will not
prevent engineering or economic anal-
yses on efficiency standards, but it will
stall issuance of new or amended rules
for a year. This is a limited delay in
the implementation process, only until
September 30, 1996, so that appliance
manufacturers can work out their con-
cerns with the process with the Depart-
ment of Energy [DOE]. The manufac-
turers and the Department are ex-
pected to resolve differences with the
methodology and assumptions in the
current analytical process. A process
to mitigate the affect of any retooling
modifications on small manufacturers
should be worked out so that any po-
tential for anticompetitive impacts
will be resolved early in future
rulemakings. Consensus and voluntary
efforts are not affected and should pro-
ceed. Appliance testing and labeling
will continue and no limits will be im-
posed on the State grant program or
the home energy ratings system. The
Department is also expected to proceed
with issuance of rules on minimum ef-
ficiency standards for federal-owned
buildings as required in the Energy
Policy Act.

The efficiency program authorized
under the Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act [EPCA], as amended, has been
one of our Nation’s most effective pro-
grams at ensuring wiser energy use.
The appliance efficiency standards cur-
rently in place will save consumers
over $132 billion over the life of the
products. In the 100th Congress, the Na-
tional Appliance Energy Conservation
Act of 1987 was enacted establishing
minimum Federal appliance standards.
Additional amendments were enacted
in 1988. Both bills were reported unani-
mously by the Senate Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee. These two
actions amended EPCA to require and
set Federal standards and preempt a
patchwork of State standards. Con-
gress established minimum Federal
standards by statute to take effect be-
tween 1988 and 1993, depending on the
product. DOE was required to conduct
follow up rulemakings to determine
whether the standards established in
the statute were adequate.

Under EPCA, the DOE standards
rulemakings require very specific cost-
benefit analyses. The criteria for pre-
scribing new or amended standards spe-
cifically require the Secretary to de-
termine that benefits exceed the bur-
dens to the greatest extent practicable,
considering the following: the eco-
nomic impact on manufacturers and
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consumers; a determination of a posi-
tive net present value to the consumer
of any increased price; any lessening of
consumer utility or product perform-
ance; impact on competition as deter-
mined by the Attorney General; and
any other factors considered relevant.

Any final rule will have to address all
of the above issues. In addition, none of
the new standards would go into effect
for 3 to 5 years after the final rule is in
effect.

The process followed under EPCA en-
tails issuance of an advanced notice of
proposed rulemaking [ANOPR] to so-
licit the necessary information to
carry out cost-benefit and detailed en-
gineering analyses of the feasibility of
any proposed standard. A notice of pro-
posed rulemaking [NOPR] is subse-
quently published with draft proposed
standards, including the cost-benefit
criteria and engineering analyses used
in developing the proposal. The Depart-
ment of Justice and all interested per-
sons are asked to comment on the
NOPR. EPCA requires the Secretary to
hold a conference or informal proce-
dure to allow interested parties an op-
portunity to question written or oral
presentations of U.S. employees where
facts are in dispute. DOE then drafts a
proposed final rule based on the input
received from the previous two rounds
of public comment.

DOE is attempting to work collabo-
ratively with the industry to develop
the engineering and economic models.
The Congress and the public have
strongly supported this program in the
past and after the opportunity for the
Department and industry to come to
closure on certain technical issues, the
program will continue without inter-
ference as Congress intended.

IHS STUDY ON STAFFING DISTRIBUTION

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the floor managers, the distin-
guished Senator from Washington [Mr.
GORTON], and the distinguished Senator
for West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], and the
members of their staffs, for working
with me on this amendment. I am very
pleased that they have agreed to accept
it.

I offered this amendment to help en-
sure that the IHS meets the health
care needs of the American Indians in
an equitable, cost-efficient manner.
The amendment requires the Secretary
to submit a report to the Congress that
contains a comparison and analysis of
IHS staffing by health facility and
service unit.

For several years, I have been very
concerned about the inability of the In-
dian Health Service to fully meet the
health care needs of American Indians
in my home State of New Mexico and
throughout the country. I am particu-
larly apprehensive about the new IHS
hospital in Shiprock, NM, which
opened last year under-staffed and
which remains understaffed today.

Too often in the past, the Federal
Government has overlooked the health
care needs of American Indians. As a
result, the IHS currently meets only 45

percent of the total estimated health
care need of our Nation’s 1.3 million In-
dians and Alaska Natives.

I am concerned that in our zeal to
lower the Federal budget deficit and
cut waste from the system, we will do
harm to Indian children and families if
we do not develop strategies for dealing
with existing and project funding and
staffing shortfalls. We need to work to-
gether to streamline administrative
services, eliminate bureaucratic waste,
and maximize existing resources
through the thoughtful, mandatory re-
distribution of personnel and equip-
ment from areas of lesser need and low
productivity to areas of greater need
and potential.

This amendment will help us achieve
these goals. Specifically:

First, distribution study and report:
To ensure that the Indian Health Serv-
ice meets the health care needs of the
American Indians in an equitable man-
ner, the Secretary is directed to submit
to the Congress a report containing a
comparative analysis of Indian Health
Service staffing by health facility and
Service Unit.

Such report and analysis shall:
First, intra-facility ratio: Compare

the ratio of health care providers—by
profession—to patients in each IHS
hospital facility and clinic;

Second, Inter-facility ratio: Compare
facility ratios throughout the IHS sys-
tem to ensure that all areas of the
country are being served equitably; and

Third, Overall staffing distribution:
Analyze overall staffing and distribu-
tion levels, including all types of
health professionals, support staff, and
administrative staff.

Again, I thank the managers of the
bill and their staffs for accepting this
amendment.

KLAMATH NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
PESTICIDE USE

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, as the
Senate considers the fiscal year 1996 In-
terior appropriations bill, I want to ex-
press my concerns about language in
the committee report that affects the
natural resources and wildlife of Cali-
fornia.

I am disappointed that the Senate
Appropriations Committee added lan-
guage to the bill that prohibits the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service from en-
forcing its pesticide use policies in the
Lower Klamath and Tule Lake Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges in northern
California and southern Oregon. Spe-
cifically, the language states that pes-
ticide use can continue if the pesticide
meets applicable Federal and State
pesticide laws for use on non-Federal
land. According to the Department of
the Interior and the Fish and Wildlife
Service, this language, if enacted, will
significantly increase the risk of pes-
ticide related deaths of migratory birds
and endangered species on these pro-
tected lands. Mr. President, this land is
federally owned but leased to private
individuals, and this language would
override the Fish and Wildlife Service’s
authority to restrict pesticide use on

public land even when the pesticide en-
dangers the wildlife the Service is di-
rected to protect.

This requirement needlessly micro-
manages specific national wildlife ref-
uges and undermines the conservation
aims of the refuge system. Thirty-five
herbicides, fungicides, insecticides, and
nematocides made with chemicals
known to have reproductive- and endo-
crine-disrupting effects will be allowed
to be used in the next year as a result
of this language.

Unfortunately, the language in the
Senate bill may be the best option
available to the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice since the House has addressed this
issue by passing the National Wildlife
Refuge Improvement Act of 1995, which
permanently prohibits the Fish and
Wildlife Service from enforcing its pes-
ticide use policies in the Klamath and
Tule Lake National Wildlife Refuges. A
permanent ban on the enforcement of
pesticide policies in these refuges is
even more disturbing than a 1-year
moratorium on enforcement.

The Department of the Interior and
the Fish and Wildlife Service share my
concerns about the language contained
in the Interior appropriations bill, but
believe that they will be able to work
out a compromise with the parties in-
volved in the next year. This negotia-
tion and eventual resolution would re-
move the need for a permanent ban. I
sincerely hope that all interested par-
ties are able to resolve the questions
surrounding the use of pesticides in our
refuges in a timely manner. I will be
monitoring this process closely and, if
necessary, I will fight any permanent
ban against enforcement of these pes-
ticide use policies.

HIV–AIDS STUDY

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, over
the past several months, I have met
with several groups from New Mexico’s
Indian tribes to discuss the Indian
Health Service and the health needs of
American Indians. Many mentioned to
me that, like the rest of the population
in the United States, the incidences of
HIV and AIDS is growing among native
American populations. I learned re-
cently that on the Navajo Nation,
which includes parts of the States of
New Mexico, Arizona, and Utah, 53
cases of HIV and AIDS have been re-
ported to IHS. A few years ago, there
were almost none.

Unfortunately, many of the people
who care for HIV–AIDS-infected native
Americans believe that the IHS has not
begun taking aggressive steps to meet
this growing—and potentially very
costly—need. Current IHS policy is to
treat HIV–AIDS-infected patients with
general IHS service funds. The IHS is
not funded through the Ryan White
CARE Act, although I believe it should
be. The result is that already insuffi-
cient funds are squeezed even tighter.

My amendment would simply require
the IHS to do a little preplanning. It
directs the IHS to undertake a study of
the existing need and develop a plan for
meeting the need. Specifically:
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(I) Study: The Secretary is directed

to report to Congress, by Service unit,
on: (1) incidences of HIV–AIDS among
the American Indians and Alaska Na-
tives; (2) services provided under the
PHS Act to HIV–AIDS-positive Indians;
(3) unmet needs, including preventive
educational needs, of Indians and Alas-
ka Natives living with HIV–AIDS who
use the IHS for primary health care; (4)
capacity of each Service unit to meet
the existing need; and (5) resources, in-
cluding education, needed to meet ex-
isting and projected need.

(II) Plan: Based on the results of the
study, the Secretary is directed to de-
velop a plan meeting the existing and
projected needs.

Mr. President, I want to thank the
managers of bill for accepting my
amendment, and I look forward to
working on this issue with them and
other interested Members of Congress
as the Interior appropriations bill goes
to conference with the House. I believe
we will be able to effectively deal with
this amendment and its reporting re-
quirements during the conference.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to
congratulate the Chairman, the senior
Senator from Washington, for doing an
outstanding job on a very difficult bill.
There are many divisive issues that
lend themselves to one-sided partisan-
ship in the interior appropriations bill.
Senator GORTON presided over a bal-
anced and responsible bill that main-
tained our commitment to good gov-
ernment and saved more than $1 bil-
lion. I want to commend him for his ex-
cellent work and thank him for the in-
tegrity and fairness of his efforts.

I also want to thank Senator BYRD,
whose wisdom, experience and fairness
is a perennial asset in putting this bill
together. I am very grateful for the bi-
partisanship represented in this bill,
and look forward to working with the
Chairman and the ranking member as
we go to conference.

There are a few programs that I want
to highlight that were served very well
by the Chairman, such as the National
Biological Survey (NBS). Some inter-
est groups and Members of Congress
use the NBS as a hook to hang all sorts
of fears and frustrations about natural
resource management. In fact, the NBS
is not comprised of new money, new
employees, or new research objectives.
It is simply a consolidated collection of
all the research that has been going on
for decades assembled under one, non-
regulatory agency so that science can
be served well. Chairman GORTON and
Senator BYRD also took fair and bal-
anced positions on endangered species
act funding, the water institutes, the
Appalachian Trail, the Park Service,
and Federal land acquisition.

I want to thank the managers of the
bill for making changes to the
AmeriCorps language at the request of
Senator MURRAY and myself. I also ap-
preciate their willingness to work with
me on the National Endowment for the
Arts and on the Stewardship Incentive
Program. I believe the revised lan-

guage for the ecosystem management
objectives for the eastern Oregon and
Washington is also a valuable improve-
ment.

Finally, I want to express some dis-
appointments that I wish we could
have improved. In particular, I was
sorry to see such substantial cuts in
the weatherization program which is so
important to frost belt states like my
native state of Vermont. While the
Senate mark is higher than the House,
it still respresents a cut that will have
a significant impact in Vermont. I hope
in conference we can protect the Sen-
ate funding. I had also hoped to see
stronger funding for Historic Preserva-
tion, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the National Capital
Arts and Cultural Affairs program.
Vermont leverages $28 for every Fed-
eral historic preservation dollar with
our Main Street program. I was dis-
appointed by a complete elimination of
the Land and Water Conservation Fund
State grant program and the 50 percent
cut in the Forest Legacy program.
Both of these items are critically im-
portant to my State. Lastly, I wish we
could have continued our efforts to re-
store the Atlantic Salmon to the Con-
necticut River with a buy-out of for-
eign fishermen who harvest our hatch-
ery stock on the high seas.

Nonetheless, as a former subcommit-
tee Chairman myself, I am well aware
that the Chairman and ranking mem-
ber cannot make good on every re-
quest, especially in times like these. I
hope that they will bear in mind my
thoughts as we go to conference with
the House. I want to thank both the
managers for their leadership and con-
gratulate them again on a difficult but
successful Interior Appropriations bill.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, most
Members have been notified that we
did not expect to have a rollcall vote
on final passage of this bill. There has
now been a request by a Member for a
rollcall.

So, Mr. President, I ask for the yeas
and nays on final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NOS. 2326 AND 2327, EN BLOC

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send
two amendments to the desk in behalf
of Senator BINGAMAN, and I ask for
their consideration en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Washington (Mr. GOR-

TON), for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes amend-
ments numbered 2326 and 2327, en bloc.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 2326

(Purpose: To provide for a comparative
analysis of the Indian Health Service)

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:
SEC. . DISTRIBUTION OF INDIAN HEALTH SERV-

ICE PROFESSIONALS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—To ensure that the Sec-

retary of Health and Human Services (here-
after in this section referred to as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’), acting through the Indian Health
Service, is making efforts to meet the health
care needs of Indian tribes (as defined in sec-
tion 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C.
450b(e)) in an equitable manner, the Sec-
retary shall, not later than April 30, 1996,
submit to the Congress a report that meets
the requirements of subsection (b).

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report pre-
pared by the Secretary under this section
shall—

(1) contain a comparative analysis of the
Indian Health Service staffing that includes
comparisons of health care facilities (includ-
ing clinics) and service units (as defined in
section 4(j) of the Indian Health Care Im-
provement Act (25 U.S.C. 1603(j));

(2) for each health care facility of the In-
dian Health Service (as determined by the
Secretary), determine, for each health pro-
fession (as defined in section 4(n) of the In-
dian Health Care Improvement Act (25 U.S.C.
1603(n)), the ratio of—

(A) the number of members of that health
profession that provide health services in
that facility; to

(B) the number of patients served by the
members of that health profession in that fa-
cility;

(3) provide a comparative nationwide anal-
ysis of health care facilities of the Indian
Health Service based on the ratios deter-
mined under paragraph (2) in order to ascer-
tain whether each service area (as defined in
section 4(m) of the Indian Health Care Im-
provement Act (25 U.S.C. 1603(m)) is provid-
ing an equitable level of health services; and

(4) provide an analysis of—
(A) the overall levels of staffing of all

types of health professions, support staff,
and administrative staff at facilities referred
to in paragraph (3); and

(B) the distribution of the staffing referred
to in subparagraph (a) by service unit.

AMENDMENT NO. 2327

(Purpose: To provide for a program of HIV
Prevention and Treatment in the Indian
Health Service)
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing new section:
SEC. . HIV-AIDS PREVENTION AND TREATMENT

PLAN.
(a) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 1996,

the Secretary of Health and Human Services
(hereafter in this section referred to as the
‘‘Secretary’’), acting through the Indian
Health Service and in consultation with In-
dian tribes (as defined in section 4(d) of the
Indian Health Care Improvement Act (25
U.S.C. 1603(d)), shall prepare and submit to
the Congress a report that evaluates,

(1) the incidences of HIV and AIDS among
Indian tribes;

(2) the services provided under title XXVI
of the Public Health Service Act to members
of Indian tribes living with HIV and AIDS;

(3) the unmet needs, including preventive
educational needs, of members of Indian
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tribes living with HIV and AIDS who use the
Indian Health Service for their primary
health care;

(4) the internal capacity of each service
unit of the Indian Health Service to meet the
existing need; and

(5) the resources, including education,
needed to meet existing and projected need.

(b) SERVICE PLAN.—The Secretary, acting
through the Indian Health Service and in
consultation with Indian tribes, shall de-
velop and implement a plan of action for
meeting the existing and projected needs,
which based on the evaluation conducted
pursuant to subsection (a), are determined to
be unmet.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, each of
these amendments is for a study within
the Indian Health Service.

We have not had time to deal with
them to the point at which we have full
confidence in them, though each of
them appears to have a degree of merit.

I ask that they be agreed. But we will
have to look at them very carefully on
both sides during the course of the con-
ference committee and see whether or
not they are appropriate or need to be
revised. But at this point we are will-
ing to accept them.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the amend-
ments meet with approval on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments of the Senator from New Mexico,
en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 2326 and 2327)
were agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendments were agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the only
two matters that remain are a signifi-
cant number of colloquies and third
reading and final passage.

We will ask unanimous consent for
the colloquies later. But in order to
speed on with this evening, I ask for
third reading. There will be no further
amendments.

I do not believe there will be any fur-
ther debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read a third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, shall the bill pass?

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
absent because of illness in the family.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 92,
nays 6, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 378 Leg.]
YEAS—92

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Dorgan
Exon

Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—6

Heflin
Helms

McCain
Moseley-Braun

Simon
Wellstone

NOT VOTING—2

Bradley Mack

So the bill (H.R. 1977), as amended,
was passed.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amend-
ments and request a conference with
the House of Representatives and that
the Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Thereupon, the Presiding Officer (Mr.
ABRAHAM) appointed Mr. GORTON, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. DOMENICI,
Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr. MACK, Mr. BYRD, Mr. JOHN-
STON, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr.
HOLLINGS, Mr. REID, and Mrs. MURRAY
conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to state the
obvious, but an obvious that is all too
often overlooked, and that is that
there was no possibility of dealing with
this bill either in the timeframe within
which we dealt with it, nor the effec-
tiveness, nor efficiency, nor the wis-
dom with which we have dealt with it
without the help of a number of dedi-
cated members of the staff:

Cherie Cooper, who is majority clerk;
Sue Masica, the minority clerk; Carole
Geagley; Kathleen Wheeler, who has
worked on energy, BIA, the geological
survey, land and water conservation
accounts; Bruce Evans, who was for-
merly of my personal staff, who dealt

with Fish and Wildlife Service, mines;
Virginia James with NEH, which was,
obviously, very controversial, and the
Smithsonian; and Ted Milesnick, a
detailee from the Bureau of Land Man-
agement to provide support service to
all accounts; and my own staff mem-
ber, Julie Kays, a legislative assistant
on my staff who is tireless, fearless,
and persuasive in all she does; and,
once again, to thank Senator BYRD
whose advice, counsel, and wisdom has
been of great assistance, for that mat-
ter all of the members of my sub-
committee, each of whom contributed
significantly to this result.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will take

a few seconds to express my admiration
for Mr. GORTON because of the remark-
ably superb job that he did in skillfully
piloting the appropriations bill for the
Department of the Interior through
committee and through the Senate. He
did an outstanding job, and I am grate-
ful to him and for his fairness, his
courtesy, and for his ability in moving
this bill.

I also want to thank Sue Masica, my
superb staff person, and Cherie Cooper
is an equally superb staff person on the
other side of the aisle. I think that this
has been a preeminently fine display of
skill and statesmanship on the part of
Mr. GORTON on behalf of the Senate. I
express all of our appreciation to him.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague from Washington,
Senator GORTON, and also the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia,
Senator BYRD, for their expeditious ac-
tion on a very important and a very, in
some areas, contentious bill. They have
disposed of the amendments, I think, in
very good time.

Now we are prepared to move on to
the next bill. Let me remind my col-
leagues, everything is on automatic
pilot. The speech you do not make in
the next 2 days means you will get out
that much earlier. You can make the
speech when you get home, and a lot of
people have never heard it before and
most of us have.

f

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
turn to the consideration of H.R. 2002,
the transportation appropriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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